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BURLEIGH: ON CONDITIONAL 
HYPOITHETIAL PROPOSITIONS 


The appearance of P. Boehner’s Medieval Logic! and the publication 
of Burleigh’s two versions of the De puritate artis logicae* provoked a 
lively discussion among philosophers interested in the medieval period. 
A.N. Prior, in addition to his book review of the Tvactatus Longior® in 
the New Scholasticism, published an interesting study of Burleigh’s 
rules of consequences in the same journal,* and he referred to this 
medieval author quite often in his excellent text-book on formal logic. 
Professor Herman Shapiro made a careful study of some more philo- 
sophical aspects of Burleigh’s thought, in particular, his doctrine of 
forms ;> he has also pointed out some passages in Burleigh which clearly 
suggest that he was not an exaggerated realist of the 11th century 
variety but a sort of conceptualist in relation to the problem of universals. 
The present author has written studies of Burleigh’s rules of consequen- 
ces, of his hypothetical syllogistic theory, and of his proofs for certain 
derived rules.® Finally, both I. M. Bocheriski and W. Kneale in their 
monumental works on history of logic evidently regard Burleigh as a 
first rate thinker. 

On the other hand, we have nothing of Burleigh in English trans- 
lation. While a translation is not an adequate substitute for the original, 
it may nevertheless be the second best that a student not sufficiently 
versed in Latin could consult with profit. It was primarily with a view 


1 Medieval Logic, An Outline of Its Development from 1250 to c. 1400, 
Manchester, 1952. 

2 De puritate artis logicae, St. Bonaventure, 1951, and De puritate artis 
logicae— Tvactatus longioy; with a revised edition of the Tvactatus brevior, 
St. Bonaventure, 1955. All the references to the TB are to the revised edition 
ofitin the TL. 

3 Cf. The New Scholasticism 32 (1958), pp. 127—130. 

On Some pes nc in Walter Burleigh,’ The New Scholasticism 
27 (4953), DD: 43344 

“Walter Borel and the Intension and Remission of Forms,” Specu- 
lum 34 (1959), PP. 413—427. 

TN Study i in Burleigh . . .,”” Notre Dame Journal of Formal Logic 3 (1962) 
pp. 83—I01; “Walter Burleigh’s Hypothetical Syllogistic,” op. cit. vol. 5, 
no. 4; and * ‘An Examination of Some Proofs in Burleigh’s Propositional 
Logic,” The New Scholasticism, 38 (1964), pp. 44—60. 
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of the needs of students in the historically oriented logic seminars that 

I made a number of translations of various medieval authors. Burleigh 

seems to be one of the most interesting of them all for the following 

reasons: 

(1) He conceives of logic as a deductive system in which a few principal 
rules give rise to a great many derived rules; 

(2) He recognizes the syllogistic consequences to be in a certain sense 
subordinate to the consequences involving unanalyzed propositions; 

(3) He gives an acute analysis of syncategoremata, considering them 
to be a very basic subject for logic; 

(4) He distinguishes quite carefully between the signified and accom- 
plished act (mention and use of symbols) and between the logical 
and grammatical subject of sentences; 

(5) He adduces powerful arguments against the view (presumably held 
by Ockham) that the signification of a term consists in its actual 
extension ; 

(6) He is not unaware of the peculiar logical behavior of two-place 
predicates. 


Remarks on the De puritate artis logicae 


Whereas William of Ockham devoted large portions of his Summa 
tottus logicae to the subjects of the logica antiqua (categories, predicables, 
division, proposition) and of the logica nova (syllogism, theory of demon- 
stration), Burleigh spares only about 120 words for the categorical 
syllogistics, and this as a sort of appendix to the general rules of con- 
sequences in his Tvactatus brevior,; he does not discuss syllogism at all 
in the Tractatus longior. These observations should not be taken as a 
proof that Burleigh was not interested in the logic of terms, for many 
rules that he stated involve quantified propositions. But two points are 
brought out very clearly: (a) Burleigh understood that syllogistics 
constitutes merely one part of the whole field of logic; and (b) a logician 
who is not usually counted as a nominalist or supporter of the “new way”’ 
found it necessary to pay his primary attention to the subjects of the 
logica moderna (consequences and properties of terms). His case clearly 
supports the view that logic as such is not realistic or nominalistic but 
formal, and that it may be employed as an instrument by partisans of 
various philosophical positions. 

The relation between the two versions of the De puritate artis logicae 
is discussed by the editor of their recent editions, P. Boehner. They seem 
to be two redactions of one and the same work, and both of them seem 
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to be in an unfinished state. The shorter tract promises four parts (on 
general rules, on sophistical art, on obligations, and on demonstrative 
art);? but only two chapters of the first tract (on general rules of con- 
sequences and on the nature of logical constituents of discourse) have 
been, as far as it is known, actually completed. It is interesting that the 
second version, the Tvactatus longior, begins — without the customary 
general prologue — with a discussion of supposition which was to com- 
prise the third chapter of the first part of the Tvactatus brevior ; and one 
is tempted to think that the two works are simply two continuous 
volumes of a book. But it should not be forgotten that on this assumption 
it is difficult to explain the fact that many parts are literally repeated in 
the Tractatus longioy and that instead of discussion of sophistic art, 
obligations and demonstrations we find in the latter work a lengthy treat- 
ment of hypothetical syllogistic. It seems that Burleigh had worked on 
various parts of a logical treatise, but after the appearance of Ockham’s 
Summa totius logicae with its digressions into nominalistic philosophy, 
he felt it opportune to reply with his own work, insofar as it was com- 
pleted, which presented the philosophically important theory of sup- 
position from a realistic point of view. 

The present text on rules of consequences is taken from the Tvactatus 
longior (from now on referred to as TL). It lists five principal rules and 
nine derived rules, as opposed to ten principal rules and some derived 
ones discussed in the Tvactatus brevior (from now on referred to as TB). 
Some of the rules that are treated as principal in the former are treated 
as derived in the latter. However, while all the principal rules in the TL 
have their counterparts (in the object language) of modern propositional 
calculus, many of the rules listed in the TB do not have their counter- 
parts in the propositional but only in the functional calculus; that is to 
say, they are rules of terms rather than rules of propositions. It may be, 
of course, that most of the rules were conceived by Burleigh to be rules 
of terms; the examples illustrating applications of rules could certainly 
support this contention. In connection with the third corollary of the 
Fourth Principal Rule (In omni consequentia bona oppositum consequentis 
vepugnat antecedenti), for instance, Burleigh is very much concerned 
with pointing out that one must argue from the contradictory and not 
the contrary opposite of the consequent to the opposite of the ante- 
cedent.® He has in mind a valid rule exhibited in the object language by 


Cee patos 
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the thesis CK (CI xCoxypxlIxOxypx) (NITxCoxypx) (NIIxC pxpx), and 
an invalid one — which he rejects — corresponding to 

CK (CLHxC pxpxl1xC Ox px) (IIxC0«xN px) (IIxC pxN yx), which belong to 
the logic of predicates, rather than the more general thesis CKCpgNqNp 
of propositional logic. But the fact is that the rules of TL are stated as 
rules governing the relations between propositions as such and conse- 
quently, governing the relations between propositions of specific type of 
which Burleigh gave the examples. We might say that Burleigh’s examples 
illustrate both theses of the logic of terms as well as theses of the logic 
of propositions, insofar as any more specific thesis (including that of 
logic of terms) has to conform to the latter. 


While Burleigh distinguishes conditional proposition from con- 
sequence by characterizing the former as true or false and the latter as 
“good” or “bad,” or valid or invalid, as well as by employing the con- 
nective ‘sz’ in the former and ‘igitur’ or ‘ergo’ in the latter, he is not 
keeping the distinction rigidly. When he speaks of the consequences 
a primo ad ultimum, for example, he should refer to the whole complex 
as consequence and to the component propositions as conditionals; 
yet he refers even to the latter as consequences in one sentence and as 
conditionals in another.® Furthermore, in his discussions of the syncate- 
gorema ‘st’ he says that ‘sz’ is a particle importing consequence.!° 


Burleigh conceived the general rules to be like principles in hypo- 
thetical and enthymematic argumentation (debent suppont tamquam 
principia in hac arte).1+ His ideal in logic is deductive. The principal 
and the derived rules were to serve as canons of deductive inferences. 
It is true that the set of rules could be curtailed without a danger of 
diminishing the expressive power of the system, yet one could not accuse 
Burleigh of being too uneconomical. It would also be desirable had he 
made explicit some rules which he actually used but did not state, in 
particular those corresponding to the theses ‘CApqgAgqp,’ ‘CNN,’ 
‘CpApgq,’ and others. 


9 Cf. his discussion of the consequence de primo ad ultumum, TL, p. 69; 
cf. also TB (appended to TL), p. 200. It may be added that he never identi- 
fies a syllogistic Consequence with a conditional proposition in the manner 
of Albert the Great. Cf. TL, p.65 and the text below (comments on the 
5th principal rule). Cf. also Bochetiski, A History of Formal Logic, Notre 
Dame Univ. (1961), p. Igor. 

OI Es 59% GaLieb 

1 TL, p. 60: “In primo capitulo ponuntur vegulae generales, quae debent 
supponi tamquam principia in hac arte . 
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Characterization and Division of Consequences. 

We do not find a definition of ‘consequence’ in either TL or TB. 
What is offered, instead, are definitions of particular sorts of consequence. 
Simple consequence appears to correspond in some respects to the 
relations denoted by ‘pq’, while factual consequence appears to have 
some resemblance to the relation denoted by ‘pf > qg.’ The former is de- 
fined as one “‘quae tenet pro omni tempore, ita quod antecedens numquam 
potest esse verum nisi consequens sit verum.”’ The crucial question is: 
Does Burleigh have in mind a conceptual impossibility or an impossibi- 
lity in some wider sense which would include physical (or metaphysical) 
impossibility ? The example of simple consequence in the TB is: ‘A man 
is running, therefore an animal is running.’ No example is given in the 
TL. Factual consequence is defined in both as one “‘quae tenet pro tempore 
determinato et non semper.” The example of factual consequence is: 
‘Every man is running, therefore Socrates is running.’ Both, examples 
of simple as well as of factual consequences are enthymemes and both 
can be transformed into valid syllogisms. In this sense, a factual con- 
sequence appears to be a much stronger relation than the one which 
excludes merely the conjunction of ‘f’ and ‘Nq,’ where ‘f’ and ‘q’ are 
any two propositions. It is, as of now, impossible that every man be 
running, but Socrates not. But since Socrates is not necessarily existing, 
and since ‘man’ is not conceptually related to ‘running’ in the way it is 
related to ‘mortal,’ we cannot claim an absolute impossibility of the 
conjunction of ‘Every man is running’ and ‘Socrates is not running.’ 
Thus, factual consequence of Burleigh cannot be equated with the 
“material implication” of Philo or Russell, although it has some resem- 
blance to it in the sense that in both, matters of fact are to be taken into 
account; examination of meanings does not suffice, nor is it necessary 
as far as Philo and Russell are concerned; it is, however, still necessary 
for Burleigh. As for simple consequence, the syntactical similarity to 
Diodorus’ (note the temporal adverb ‘nwmquam’) and Lewis’ strict 
implication is marked ; whether its semantical interpretation is the same 
remains to be doubtful until one could determine more accurately Bur- 
leigh’s understanding of ‘impossible.’ 

If one should try to link simple consequence with entailment in the 
generic sense, he must not forget that in his tract on syncategoremata 
Burleigh recognizes as valid the rules corresponding to CNMfChq and 
CNMNqCpq (“Ex impossibili sequitur quodlibet et necessarium sequitur ad 
quodlbet’’)."* And no notion of entailment which admits an argument to 


12 TL, p. 61; cf. also TB (appended to TL), p. 248. 
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be valid simply on the ground of impossibility of the premises or the 
necessity of the conclusion seems satisfactory. 


Three divisions of consequence are offered by Burleigh, but they are 
not mutually exclusive. One is given in the TB as well as in the TL. 
A second division is offered in the TL in the tract on rules of consequences 
proper, and a third division in the TL in the chapter which contains 
replies to the objections to general rules. 


A first division has already been mentioned namely, the division of 
consequences into simple (or absolute) and factual (or as of now). The 
next is that into simple and composite, depending on the fact that the 
antecedent and the consequent may be either categorical or hypothetical 
(i. e. compounded) propositions. A third divisions is that into material 
and formal consequence. Burleigh distinguishes two types of formal 
consequence: (a) one which holds in virtue of the whole complexion 
of the inference, such as conversion and syllogism; (b) one which holds 
in virtue of the form of terms, such as an inference from an inferior 
to the corresponding superior affirmatively (e.g. ‘A man is running, 
therefore an animal is running’). Material consequence, on the other 
hand, always involves the meaning of terms; it holds by reason of 
terms accidentally. Burleigh does not give any example of material 
consequence, and he may mean by it either a consequence which holds 
in virtue of an extrinsic means (e. g. ‘Man is a donkey, therefore God 
exists’), or one which holds in virtue of a mere factual conjunction of 
terms (e.g. ‘A man is running, therefore a shoemaker is running,’ — 
assuming that the man in question is a shoemaker). 


The Basic Rules of the TL. 

If we neglect the semantic interpretation of various logical connec- 
tives effecting the consequential relations we can list Burleigh’s rules 
given in the tract below in a very concise manner 7 the object language 
of modern logic; that is, we can give in each case a logical thesis (or its 
reject) that corresponds to a rule which belongs to the metalanguage. 
But we must never forget that the medieval logician did not himself 
state the logical principles in the form of theses, but always in the form 
of rules. Take an example: Suppose the consequence ‘PQ’ is valid; if 
‘QR’ also holds, then ‘PR’ must hold (Rule [2a]). Now instead of 
describing these conditions, the thesis corresponding to the rule exhibits 
them directly: CCpqCCqrCpr. The asserted relation will always be 
logically true; as for the subordinate occurrences of the functor ‘C’, 
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it must be treated as denoting ambiguously either the simple or the 
factual consequential relation, depending on the context. For purposes 
of reference, the theses will be numbered. 


(I a) 


(x b) 


CChgNMKpNq (In omni consequentia bona simplicr..., ante- 
cedens numquam potest esse verum sine consequente) 
CCpqgNKpNq (In consequentia ... ut nunc non potest antecedens 
ut nunc esse verum sine consequente). 

CKMpNMqNCpq (Ex contingenti non sequitur impossible in 
consequentia simplict). 

CKLPMNqNChq (Ex necessario non sequitur contingens ). 
CCpqCCqrCpr (Quidquid sequitur ad consequens sequitur ad ante- 
cedens ). 

CChqCCrpCrq (Quidquid antecedit ad antecedens antecedit ad 
consequens ). 


The next two theses are rejected since they correspond to two invalid 


rules: 


CCpqCCprCqr (Quidquid sequitur ad antecedens, sequitur ad con- 

sequens ). 

CCpqcCrqCrp (Quidquid antecedit ad consequens, antecedit ad 

antecedens ). 

CCpqCCK paqrCpr (Quidquid sequitur ex antecedente et consequente, 

sequitur ex antecedente per se). 

CCpqgCCKarsCK prs (Quidquid sequitur ad consequens cum aliquo 

addito, sequitur ad antecedens cum eodem addito). 

CCpqCCrNqCrNp (Quidquid repugnat consequenti, repugnat 

antecedent ). 

CCpqCKprkqr (Quidquid stat cum antecedente stat cum con- 

sequente). 

CCqNsCKCpqCrsCpNr or CKCpgCrsCNKqsNKpr (Si con- 

sequentia repugnent, antecedentia repugnant). 

CKCpqCrsCKprKqs (Si antecedentia stent simul, oportet quod 
eorum consequentia stent simul). 

CKCpqNgNp (In omni consequentia bona oppositum consequentis 

vepugnat antecedentr). 

CCpqCNqNp (Quandocumque ad antecedens sequitur consequens, 

ex opposito contradictorie consequentis sequitur oppositum ante- 
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cedentis), provided that the consequence be nonsyllogistic; for 
the latter he lays down the rules — giving credit to Aristotle — 
corresponding to the theses 

CCKpqrCKNrApgANpNq (In consequentia syllogistica ex oppo- 
sito conclusionts, scilicet ex contradictorio conclusionis cum utraque 
praemissarum sequitur oppositum alterius praemissae). 
CCKNrApqANpNqCKpqr (Si ex opposito conclusionis cum 
utrvalibet praemissarum vel cum altera sequatur oppositum alterius 
praemussae, tunc est syllogismus bonus ). 


These two conditionals yield an equivalence: 


(5 2) 
(5 a) 


(5 b) 


ECKpqrCKNrApqANpNgq. 

CCpqCCNprCNqr (Quidquid sequitur ad oppositum antecedentts, 
sequitur ad oppositum consequentis ). 

CCpqCCrNqrNp (Quidquid antecedit ad oppositum consequentis 
antecedit ad oppositum antecedentis ). 


Examples of Burleigh’s Proofs 


The proofs offered for a rule on the basis of previously accepted 
rules are remarkable. I will give three illustrations of this aspect of 
Burleigh’s logic. 


(A) 


(B) 


Rule to be demonstrated: (2 b): its thesis-correlate: 
CCpqCCKaqrsCK prs. 

Proof: Antecedens cum addito infert consequens cum eodem addito 
(= (4): CCpqCKprkqr). Cum ergo qudquid sequitur ad con- 
sequens sequitur ad antecedens (= (2a): CCpqCCqrChr), oportet 
quod quidquid sequitur ad consequens cum aliquo addito sequitur 
ad antecedens cum eodem addito (= (2b) CphgCC KarsCK prs) 8 
Explanation: From ‘Cpq’ follows (1) CKprKeqr and (2) CCqrCpr; 
substituting in (2) the antecedent of (x) for ‘g’, the consequent 
of (x) for ‘p’ and ‘s’ for ‘v’ we get the desired thesis. 


Rule to be demonstrated: (4 a): its thesis-correlate: 
CCqNsCKCpqCrsCpNr. 


Proof: Si consequentia repugnent, tunc consequens repugnat con- 
sequentt (CqNs or CsNq or NKgqs), ergo repugnant antecedent 


13 TL, p. 62. 
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(i. e. if CgNs, then CgNr; and if CsNq, then CsNq, then CsNp) — 
by appeal to rule (5): CCpbgCNqNp; et per consequens, antecedens 
repugnat consequenti alterius antecedentis (transposing CqNr 
to CrNq and CsNp to CpNs, by appeal to rule (5) and a tacitly 
assumed principle of double negation); et per consequens, ante- 
cedens repugnat alteri antecedenti (CrNp and CpNr).™ 


(C) Rule to be demonstrated: (5 a): its thesis-correlate: 
CCpqCCNprCNgq. 


Proof: Si consequentia sit bona, tunc ex opposito consequentis 
sequitur oppositum antecedentis (CCpgCNqNp) ; ergo oppositum 
antecedentis (Np) est consequens et oppositum consequentis est 
antecedens (Nq),; sed quidquid sequitur ad consequens, sequitur 
ad antecedens (CCpqCCqrCpr) ; ideo quidquid sequitur ad oppost- 
tum antecedentis, sequitur ad oppositum consequentis 
(CCpqCCNprCNgqr).'® 


Remarks on Application of General Rules 


Burleigh’s whole hypothetical syllogistic theory rests on the general 
rules of consequences.1® So does much of the term-logic as developed 
in the chapter on enthymematic argumentation which follows the chapter 
devoted to general rules in the TL and which is incorporated into the 
tract on general rules in the TB. It may be added that Burleigh discusses 
his supposition theory, too, in terms of consequences. In order to appre- 
ciate Burleigh’s deductive ideal, the proof of a very interesting rule given 
in the chapter on enthymematic argumentation is reproduced here. 
The rule in question is: Omnis conditionalis est vera, in qua antecedens 
includens opposita infert swum contradictorium.'” Its object-language 
counterpart is: CKPNANKAN>f. Proof: Assuming rules (5) and (2 a), 
the above thesis can be demonstrated thus: Si aliqua propositio includit 


TE IEME,. Fox. RY. 

RPP fey ps OG. 

16 TB (as revised in the TL, p. 219, and pp. 199—219); TL, pp. 66—87. 
Noting this fact provides a counter-balance to Prantl’s statement that 
Burleigh “followed Scotus in that the syllogism is the most important thing 
in logic” (Burleigh ‘‘dem Scotus darin folgt, da8 der Syllogismus die Haupt- 
sache sei,”’ Geschichte der Logik im Abendlande III, p. 298). Prantl was of 
course right in saying this, since Burleigh in his Evpositio super artem veterem 
holds that in a certain sense this is true. And Prantl apparently did not know 
of any of the versions of the De puritate artis logicae; all his discussion of 
Burleigh is based on the Expositio. 

‘RE pp jut. Cie alsoi iB, p: 23onetc: 
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opposita, illa infert utrumque oppositorum (CKpNpp and CKpNPNp) ; 
cum ergo ex opposito consequentis sequatur oppositum antecedentis 
(CCpqCNqNPp), oportet quod ex opposito utriusque illorum contradic- 
torium consequentium sequatur oppositum antecedentis (ChNKpNp and 
CNPNKPN}). Cum ergo oppositum utriusque sequatur ad idem antecedens, 
et quidquid sequitur ad consequens, sequitur ad antecedens (CCpqCCqrCpr), 
oportet quod ad tllud antecedens sequatur suum contradictorium 
(CKpNPNKPN}D). 


Remarks On Translation and On the Context of the Tract 


While vocabulary of the text is limited and the syntax quite simple, 
difficulties arise because of technical terms, or, better, because of the 
technical use of terms. Examples: ‘stat cum’ seems to have a non-literal 
translation of ‘is consistent with;’ ‘vepugnat alicm’ has been rendered as 
‘is inconsistent with,’ but also as ‘is repugnant to;’ it seems to be synony- 
mous with ‘non stat cum.’ ‘Antecedit ad’ has been translated into an 
equally misleading term ‘implies.’ The remarks concerning the logical 
functor ‘C’ should be kept in mind for ‘implies.’ ‘Sequitur ad,’ the con- 
verse of ‘antecedit ad’ was usually rendered as ‘is implied by,’ although 
sometimes, for the sake of style, ‘follows from’ was used. ‘Sequitur,’ 
however, was translated most often as ‘it follows,’ but at times ‘is valid’ 
or ‘is sound’ or ‘holds’ has been employed for stylistic reasons. It might 
also be added that single-quote device has been employed to distinguish 
names from the names of names, and that the accusative-with-infinitive 
construction has been rendered in the direct discourse. 


The tract given in translation below is part of a much larger treatise 
entitled ‘Concerning Hypothetical Propositions and Syllogisms” which 
contains three parts: (1) ‘Concerning conditional propositions,” (2) 
“Concerning conditional syllogisms,”’ and (3) “‘Concerning other hypo- 
thetical propositions and syllogisms.”’ 

The first part is subdivided into three chapters: (a) “On general 
rules of consequences;” (b) ‘(On ways of enthymematic argumentation ;”’ 
and (c) ‘‘Solutions to the possible objections to general rules.” 


i 
if 
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ON CONDITIONAL HYPOTHETICAL PROPOSITIONS 


The subject-matter of the first part will be contained in three 
chapters. In the first chapter are laid down the general rules which are 
to be treated as principles in this art, while the invalid rules which commit 
the fallacy of consequent are rejected. In the second chapter it will be 
explained how, on the basis of the stated rules, one may draw enthyme- 
matic inferences involving conditional propositions. In the third chapter 
some objections to the rules listed in the first chapter will be solved.? 


I.ON GENERAL RULES OF CONSEQUENCES 


In relation to the first part we must know that a hypothetical pro- 
position is one which consists of two or more categorical propositions, 
the composition being achieved by means of a conjunction or an adverb 
or some other part of speech joining those categorical propositions to- 
gether. But what a hypothetical proposition is and how many kinds 
of it there are will be seen in the third part of this treatise. 

In the first chapter, in which the general rules of consequences are 
laid down, I first make a division of consequences and then give general 
rules. The consequences are divided into two classes: some are simple 
(simplex) and some factual (ut nunc). Simple consequence is one which 
holds always, in such a way that the antecedent could never be true 
unless the consequent be true also. Factual consequence is one which 
holds for a certain time and not always. Example: ‘Every man is running, 
therefore Socrates is running;’ for this consequence is not valid at all 
times, but only while there is a man Socrates. 

Simple consequence is twofold: one kind is natural, namely, when 
the antecedent includes the consequent; and such consequence holds 
through an intrinsic means. The other kind of consequence is accidental, 
namely one which holds through an extrinsic means; this happens when 
the antecedent does not include the consequent, but (the consequence) 
holds in virtue of some extrinsic rule; for example: ‘If man is a donkey, 
you are sitting.’ This consequence is valid; it holds by the rule: From 


1 The preface to the larger treatise entitled ‘“‘On Hypothetical Propo- 
sitions and Syllogisms’’ is introduced by Burleigh as follows: ‘In this 
second treatise [the first one he had devoted to properties of terms] I intend 
to discuss hypothetical propositions and syllogisms.And I divide this treatise 
into three principal parts. In the first I shall discuss conditional hypothetical 
propositions, in the second the conditional hypothetical syllogisms; the 
third part will be about other kinds of hypothetical propositions and the 
manner of syllogistic argumentation based on them.” 
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DE PROPOSITIONIBUS HYPOTHETICIS CONDITIONALIBUS 


Intentio primae partis continebitur in tribus capitulis. In primo 
capitulo ponentur regulae generales, quae debent supponi tamquam 
principia in hac arte, cum exclusione falsarum regularum facientium 
fallaciam consequentis. In secundo capitulo declarabitur, qualiter ex 
dictis regulis est in consequentiis enthymematice arguendum. In tertio 
capitulo solventur quaedam difficultates contra regulas in primo capitulo 
declaratas.? 


CAPITULUM I 
DE REGULIS GENERALIBUS CONSEQUENTIARUM 


Circa primum sciendum est, quod propositio hypothetica est, quae 
constat ex duabus categoricis vel ex pluribus mediante coniunctione 
vel adverbio vel aliqua alia parte orationis coniungente illas categoricas 
ad invicem. Quae autem et quot sunt species propositionis hypotheticae, 
videbitur in tertia parte huius tractatus. 


In primo capitulo, in quo ponuntur regulae consequentiarum, 
pono unam divisionem consequentiarum et deinde ponam regulas 
generales. Divisio consequentiarum talis est, quod quaedam consequentia 
est simplex et quaedam ut nunc. Consequentia simplex est, quae tenet 
pro omni tempore, ita quod antecedens numquam potest esse verum 
nisi consequens sit verum. Consequentia ut nunc est, quae tenet pro 
determinato tempore et non semper, ut: Omnis homo currit, ergo Sortes 
currit; ista enim consequentia non tenet pro omni tempore, sed solum 
tenet, dum Sortes est homo. 


Consequentia simplex est duplex: Quaedam naturalis, et est quando 
antecedens includit consequens; et talis consequentia tenet per locum 
intrinsecum. Consequentia accidentalis est, quae tenet per locum ex- 
trinsecum, et est quando antecedens non includit consequens, sed tenet 
per quandam regulam extrinsecam, ut: Si homo est asinus, tu sedes; 
haec consequentia est bona et tenet per hanc regulam: Ex impossibili 
sequitur quodubet. Et regula innititur loco a minori, quia impossibile 


( 

1 In hoc tractatu secundo intendo perscrutari de propositionibus et 
syllogismis hypotheticis. Et hunc tractatum divido in tres partes principales. 
In prima perscrutabor de propositionibus hypotheticis conditionalibus, in 
secunda de syllogismis hypotheticis conditionalibus; tertia pars erit de aliis 
speciebus propositionis hypotheticae et de modo syllogizandi ex eis. 
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something impossible anything follows. The rule rests on the locus from 
the minor, because the impossible seems to be true less than anything 
else; and therefore, if the impossible be true, it follows by the locus from 
the minor that anything else will be true also. 

Of all these consequences some are simple and some composite. Simple 
consequence, as distinguished from a composite, is one which consists 
of two categorical propositions, while composite consequence consists 
of two hypothetical propositions or of a hypothetical and a categorical 
one. Hence in some conditionals both the antecedent and the consequent 
are hypothetical propositions, while in others the antecedent is a hypo- 
thetical and the consequent a categorical proposition, and in still others 
conversely, that is, the antecedent is categorical and the consequent 
hypothetical. It is thus clear that simple consequence is twofold: (a) as 
distinguished from factual consequence, and (b) as distinguished from 
composite consequence. 

There are five principal general rules of consequences. 

1. The First Principal Rule is this: In every valid simple consequence, 
as simple consequence 1s distinguished from the consequence as-of-now, the 
antecedent could never be true without the consequent. And so if ina supposed 
possible case the antecedent could at a certain time be true without the 
consequent, the consequence was not valid. In the factual consequence 
the antecedent cannot as a matter of fact be true without the consequent. 
And this rule is grounded in the rule that from a true proposition never 
follows a false one. 

From this principal rule follow two other rules. 

a. The first is that a contingent proposition does not imply an impos- 
sible one in a sumple consequence. 

b. The second is that a necessary proposition does not imply a con- 
tingent one. 

And the reason for each of the two is that a contingent proposition 
can be true without the corresponding impossible one, and a necessary 
proposition can be true without the corresponding contingent one. 
Therefore, neither does an impossible proposition follow from a con- 
tingent one, nor a contingent proposition from a necessary one. 


2.a. The Second Principal Rule is that whatever is implied by the 
consequent 1s implied by the antecedent. 

b. In addition, there is a second rule in a way identical with the 
above, and it is this: Whatever implies the antecedent implies the con- 
sequent. 
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videtur minus esse verum quam quodcumque aliud; et ideo, si impossibile 
sit verum, sequitur per locum a minori, quod quodcumque aliud erit 
verum. 


Et harum consequentiarum omnium quaedam est simplex, quaedam 
composita. Consequentia simplex, ut distinguitur contra consequentiam 
compositam, est quae constat ex duabus categoricis, consequentia com- 
posita ex duabus hypotheticis vel ex hypothetica et categorica. Unde 
in aliqua conditionali est tam antecedens quam consequens propositio 
hypothetica, et in aliqua est antecedens propositio hypothetica et con- 
sequens propositio categorica, et in aliqua e converso, scilicet antecedens 
propositio categorica et consequens propositio hypothetica. Et ita patet, 
quod consequentia simplex est duplex, quaedam quae distinguitur contra 
consequentiam ut nunc, et quaedam quae distinguitur contra con- 
sequentiam compositam. 

Regulae generales et principales consequentiarum sunt quinque. 

[I¢ Regula principalis] Prima talis: In omni consequentia bona 
simplict, ut consequentia simplex distinguitur contra consequentiam 
ut nunc, antecedens nunquam potest esse verum sine consequente. 
Et ideo si aliquo casu possibili posito possit antecedens aliquando esse 
verum sine consequente, tunc non fuit consequentia bona. In consequen- 
tia autem ut nunc non potest antecedens ut nunc esse verum sine con- 
sequente. Et ista regula fundatur super hoc, quod ex vero numquam 
sequitur falsum. 

Ex ista regula principali sequuntur duae aliae regulae. 

[I% Regula I%¢] Prima est, quod ex contingenti non sequitur im- 
possibile in consequentia simplicr. 

[2% Regula I%] Secunda est, quod ex necessario non sequitur con- 
tingens. 

Et ratio utriusque est, quia contingens potest esse verum sine im- 
possibili, et necessarium potest esse verum sine contingenti. Et propter 
hoc ex contingenti non sequitur impossibile neque ex necessario con- 


tingens. 


[114 Regula. principalis] Secunda regula principalis est, quod 
quidquid sequitur ad consequens, sequitur ad antecedens. 

[II% alia Regula principalis] Est etiam alia regula quasi eadem 
cum ista, quae talis est: Quidquid antecedit ad antecedens, antecedit ad 


CONSEGUENS. 
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c. There are also two invalid rules (regulae falsae), which always 
commit the fallacy of the consequent. The first: Whatever is implied 
by the antecedent is implied by the consequent. The second: Whatever 
implies the consequent implies the antecedent. All argumentation based 
upon either of these two rules is sophistical, committing the fallacy of 
the consequent. 

d. From this rule, namely, whatever is implied by the consequent is 
implied by the antecedent, follow two other rules, the first of which is: 

Whatever is implied by the antecedent and the consequent 1s implied by 
the antecedent alone. 

The second is that whatever is implied by the consequent with another 
proposition added is implied by the antecedent with the same proposition 
added. 

The reason for the first rule is that every proposition implies itself 
along with its consequent. For example: ‘Socrates is running, therefore 
Socrates is running and a man is running.’ Since, therefore, the ante- 
cedent implies both the antecedent and the consequent, and [since] 
whatever follows from the consequent follows from the antecedent, it 
follows that whatever is implied by the antecedent and the consequent 
is implied by the antecedent alone. 

The reason for the second rule is this: an antecedent with a proposi- 
tion added implies the consequent with the same proposition added; 
for it follows: ‘Socrates is running and you are sitting, therefore a man 
is running and you are sitting.’ Since, therefore, whatever follows from 
the consequent follows from the antecedent, it is necessary that whatever 
is implied by the consequent with a proposition added to it is implied 
by the antecedent with the same added. 


3. The Third Principal Rule is this: Whatever 1s repugnant to the 
consequent 1s repugnant to the antecedent. The reason for this is that what 
is repugnant to the consequent destroys the consequent, and if the con- 
sequent is destroyed the antecedent is destroyed, and what destroys 
the antecedent is repugnant to the antecedent; thus whatever is re- 
pugnant to the consequent is repugnant to the antecedent. 


4. The Fourth Principal Rule is: Whatever is consistent with the ante- 
cedent 1s consistent with the consequent. And I understand by ‘consistent 
with something’ (‘stare cum aliquo’) capable of being true together with 
it. Hence to say that a proposition is consistent with others is the same 
as to say that it is not repugnant for this proposition to be true together 
with them. 
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Et sunt aliae duae regulae falsae, quae semper faciunt fallaciam 
consequentis. Prima: Quidquid sequitur ad antecedens, sequitur ad 
consequens. Secunda: Quidquid antecedit ad consequens, antecedit ad 
antecedens. Et omne argumentum fundatum supra aliquam istarum 
duarum regularum est sophisticum committens fallaciam consequentis. 


Ex ista regula, scilicet quidquid sequitur ad consequens, sequitur 
ad antecedens, sequuntur duae aliae regulae, quarum prima est: 

[1% Regula II%’] Quidquid sequitur ex antecedente et consequente, 
sequitur ex antecedente per se. 

[2% Regula II%¢] Secunda est, quod quidquid sequitur ad consequens 
cum aliquo addito, sequitur ad antecedens cum eodem addito. 


Ratio primae regulae est, quia quaelibet propositio infert seipsam 
cum suo consequente. Verbi gratia: ‘Sortes currit, ergo Sortes currit et 
homo currit.’ Cum ergo antecedens inferat antecedens et consequens, et 
quidquid sequitur ad consequens, sequitur ad antecedens, sequitur quod 
quidquid sequitur ex antecedente et consequente, sequitur ex antecedente 
per se. 


Ratio secundae regulae est ista: Antecedens cum addito infert con- 
sequens cum eodem addito; sequitur enim: Sortes currit et tu sedes, 
ergo homo currit et tu sedes. Cum ergo quidquid sequitur ad consequens, 
sequitur ad antecedens, oportet quod quidquid sequitur ad consequens 
cum aliquo addito, sequitur ad antecedens cum eodem addito. 


[III Regula principalis] Tertia regula principalis est ista: Quidquid 
repugnat consequenti, repugnat antecedent. Et ratio huius est, quia 
quod repugnat consequenti, destruit consequens et destructo consequente 
destruitur antecedens, et quod destruit antecedens, repugnat antecedenti, 
ideo quidquid repugnat consequenti, repugnat antecedenti. 


[IV Regula principalis] Quarta regula principalis est: Quidquid 
stat cum anteceddnte, stat cum consequente. Et inteligo per ‘stare 
cum aliquo’ posse esse verum cum eodem. Unde aliqua simul stare est 
idem, quod illis non repugnare esse simul vera. 
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The reason for this rule is that if the antecedent is true the consequent 
is true; and therefore whatever can be true together with the antecedent 
can be true together with the consequent. From which it follows that 
whatever is consistent with the antecedent is consistent with the con- 
sequent. 

From these two rules follow three other rules. 

The first : If the consequents are repugnant to some propositions, those 
propositions are repugnant to one another. Hence, 7f the consequents are 
repugnant to one another, the antecedents are also repugnant to one another. 

And the reason for this rule is that if the consequents are repugnant 
to each other, then a consequent is repugnant to another consequent, 
therefore also to its antecedent; and consequently an antecedent is 
repugnant to the consequent of the other antecedent; hence the ante- 
cedent is repugnant to the other antecedent. Thus, if the consequents are 
repugnant to one another, the antecedents must be so repugnant. 

The second rule is that 7f the antecedents are consistent (stent simul), 
their consequents must be consistent. 

The reason for this is that if the antecedents are consistent, they 
could be true together; and if the antecedents could be true together 
it follows that the consequents could be true together and are therefore 
consistent. 

The third rule which follows is that in every valid consequence the 
[contradictory] opposite of the consequent is repugnant to the antecedent. 

The reason for this rule is that the opposite of a consequent is repug- 
nant to that consequent; and whatever is repugnant to the consequent 
is repugnant to the antecedent; therefore in every valid consequence 
the opposite of the consequent is repugnant to the antecedent. Hence 
to find out whether a consequence is valid or not, one must inspect 
whether the contradictory of the consequent is repugnant to the ante- 
cedent or not; if it is, the consequence is valid; if not, the consequence 
is invalid. 

And I say that one must inspect whether the contradictory of the 
consequent etc., because it is not sufficient for validity of the consequence 
that the opposite of the consequent is contrarily repugnant to the ante- 
cedent; for in that case the following inference would be valid: ‘Every 
man is running, therefore every animal is running,’ since the contrary 
of the consequent is repugnant to the antecedent. And so I say that for 
validity of a consequence it suffices and it is necessary that the contra- 
dictory of the consequent be repugnant to the antecedent. I say, never- 
theless, that any opposite of the consequent, of whatever kind of opposite 
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Ratio huius regulae est, quia si antecedens est verum, consequens est 
verum. Et ideo quidquid potest esse verum cum antecedente, potest 
esse verum cum consequente. Ex quo sequitur, quod quidquid stat cum 
antecedente, stat cum consequente. 


Ex istis duabus regulis sequuntur aliae tres regulae. 

[1% Regula IV %¢] Prima, quod si consequentia ad aliquas propo- 
sitiones repugnent, illae propositiones repugnant inter se. Unde si 
consequentia repugnent, antecedentia repugnant. 

Et ratio huius regulae est, quia si consequentia repugnent, tunc 
consequens repugnat consequenti, ergo repugnat antecedenti; et per 
consequens antecedens repugnat consequenti alterius antecedentis; 
et per consequens antecedens repugnat alteri antecedenti. Et ita si con- 
sequentia repugnant, oportet antecedentia repugnare. 


[2% Regula IV%¢] Secunda regula est, quod sz antecedentia stent 
simul, oportet quod eorum consequentia stent simul. 

Cuius ratio est, quia si antecedentia stent simul, antecedentia possunt 
simul esse vera; et si antecedentia possunt simul esse vera, sequitur 
quod consequentia possunt simul esse vera, et per consequens stant simul. 


[3% Regula IV %¢] Tertia regula, quae sequitur, est, quod 7m omni 
consequentia bona oppositum consequentis repugnat antecedenit. 

Et ratio huius est, quia oppositum consequentis repugnat consequenti; 
et quidquid repugnat consequenti, repugnat antecedenti; ideo in omni 
consequentia bona oppositum consequentis repugnat antecedenti. 
Unde ad sciendum, utrum aliqua consequentia sit bona vel non, viden- 
dum est an contradictorium consequentis repugnet antecedenti vel non; 
si sic, consequentia est bona, si non, consequentia non valet. 


Et dico, quod videndum est, si contradictorium consequentis etc., 
quia ad hoc consequentia sit bona, non sufficit quod oppositum, con- 
sequentis contrarie repugnet antecedenti, quoniam sic sequeretur: 
Omnis homo currjt, ergo omne animal currit, quia contrarium consequen- 
tis repugnat antetedenti. Et ideo dico, quod ad hoc quod consequentia 
sit bona, sufficit et requiritur, quod contradictorium consequentis re- 
pugnet antecedenti. Dico tamen, quod omne oppositum consequentis, 
quocumque genere oppositionis fuerit oppositum,repugnat antecedenti; 
istud tamen non sufficit ad bonitatem consequentiae, scilicet quod 
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it should be, is repugnant to the antecedent; yet this does not suffice 
for validity of a consequence, namely that any kind of opposite to the 
consequent be repugnant to the antecedent, but it suffices and it is 
necessary that the opposite of the consequent be contradictorily repug- 
nant to the antecedent. 

5. The Fifth Principal Rule is that whenever the antecedent implies the 
consequent, the contradictory opposite of the consequent implies the ante- 
cedent. 

This rule must be understood to govern enthymematic consequences. 
Example: Since the inference ‘A man is running, therefore an animal 
is running’ holds, it follows that the contradictory of the consequent 
implies the contradictory of the antecedent, namely: ‘No animal is 
running, therefore no man is running.’ Nor does it suffice for validity 
of a consequence that the contrary opposite of the consequent imply 
the opposite of the antecedent; for if this were so, it would follow: 
‘Every man is running, therefore every animal is running,’ on the ground 
that the contrary opposite of the consequent implies the opposite of the 
antecedent; for this inference is valid: ‘No animal is running, therefore 
no man is running.’ I say, therefore, that for validity of a consequence 
it is sufficient and necessary that the contradictory of the consequent 
imply the opposite of the antecedent. And whatever kind of opposite 
of the antecedent — be it the contrary or some other kind — is inferred 
from the contradictory of the consequent, it suffices for validity of the 
consequence, because if some other sort of opposite of the antecedent 
followed, the contradictory of the antecedent would also follow: for any 
opposite to anything, in whatever manner it should be opposed to it, 
includes the contradictory of the same. 

And I said that this rule, namely that from the opposite of the con- 
sequent the opposite of the antecedent is to be inferred, must be under- 
stood as governing enthymematic consequence and non-syllogistic con- 
sequences generally; for in a syllogism the antecedent does not have any 
opposite since a syllogistic antecedent is an unconnected plurality of 
propositions (propositiones plures inconiunctae), and such an antecedent 
does not have an opposite, not being a proposition one simply nor a 
proposition one by conjunction. But in a syllogistic consequence there 
follows from the opposite of the conclusion, namely from the contra- 
dictory of the conclusion and one of the premisses, the opposite of the 
other premiss. And if from the opposite of the conclusion and one of the 
premisses follows the opposite of the remaining premiss, the syllogism 
is valid. It is in this manner that Aristotle proves his syllogisms, by 
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quodcumque oppositum consequentis repugnet antecedenti, sed sufficit 
et requiritur, quod oppositum consequentis contradictorie repugnat 
antecedenti. 


[V% Regula principalts] Quinta regula principalis est ista, quod 
quandocumque ad antecedens sequitur consequens, ex opposito contradictorie 
consequentis sequitur oppositum antecedentis 

Et haec regula habet intelligi in consequentia enthymematica, ut 
quia sequitur: Homo currit, ergo animal currit, ideo ex contradictorio 
consequentis sequitur contradictorium antecedentis; sequitur enim: 
Nullum animal currit, ergo nullus homo currit. Nec sufficit ad bonitatem 
consequentiae, quod ex opposito consequentis contrarie sequatur oppo- 
situm antecedentis; quia si sic esset, sequeretur: Omnis homo currit, 
ergo omne animal currit, quia ex opposito consequentis contrarie sequitur 
oppositum antecedentis; sequitur enim: Nullum animal currit, ergo 
nullus homo currit. Et propter hoc dico, quod ad hoc quod aliqua con- 
sequentia sit bona, sufficit et requiritur, quod ex contradictorio con- 
sequentis sequatur oppositum antecedentis. Et quodcumque oppositum 
antecedentis, sive contrarium, sive quodcumque aliud, sequitur ex contra- 
dictorio consequentis, hoc sufficit ad bonitatem consequentiae, quia 
si aliquod aliud oppositum antecedentis sequatur, oportet quod contra- 
dictorium antecedentis sequatur, quoniam omne oppositum alicui, 
qualitercumque sit ei oppositum, includit contradictorium eiusdem. 


Et dixi, quod haec regula, videlicet ex opposito consequentis debet 
inferri oppositum antecedentis, est intelligenda in consequentia enthy- 
mematica, et universaliter in consequentia non-syllogistica, quia in 
consequentia syllogistica, videlicet in syllogismo, antecedens non habet 
oppositum, quia antecedens syllogisticum est propositio plures incon- 
iunctae, et tale antecedens non habet oppositum, cum nec sit propositio 
simpliciter una nec propositio coniunctione una. Sed in consequentia 
syllogistica ex opposito conclusionis, scilicet ex contradictorio conclusio- 
nis cum utraque praemissarum sequitur oppositum alterius praemissae. 
Et si ex opposito conclusionis cum utralibet praemissarum vel cum altera 
sequatur oppositum alterius praemissae, tunc est syllogismus bonus, 
quia isto modo probat Aristoteles suos syllogismos arguendo ex opposito 


24 IVAN BOH 


arguing from the opposite of the conclusion and one of the premisses to 
the opposite of the other premiss. 

From this rule, namely that from the opposite etc., follow two other 
rules. 

The first is that whatever is implied by the opposite of the antecedent 
is implied by the opposite of the consequent. 

And thus if something followed from the opposite of the antecedent 
which did not follow from the opposite of the consequent, it would follow 
that the original consequence was not valid. 

The reason for this rule is that if a consequence is valid, the opposite 
of the consequent implies the opposite of the antecedent; hence the 
opposite of the antecedent is the consequent, and the opposite of the 
consequent is the antecedent; but whatever is implied by the consequent 
is implied by the antecedent; therefore whatever is implied by the 
opposite of the antecedent is implied by the opposite of the consequent. 

The second rule is this: Whatever implies the opposite of the consequent 
implies the opposite of the antecedent. 

This rule is justified by the fact that the opposite of the consequent 
is antecedent to the opposite of the antecedent; now whatever implies 
the antecedent implies the consequent; hence, whatever implies the 
opposite of the consequent implies the opposite of the antecedent. And 
for this reason, if something implied the opposite of the consequent which 
did not imply the opposite of the antecedent, the original consequence 
would not be valid. 

Many other rules could here be laid down. But let the above rules suf- 
fice for artful reasoning based on conditional hypothetical propositions. 


II. ON THE MODE OF ENTHYMEMATIC ARGUMENTATION 
INVOLVING CONDITIONALS 


Having explored these rules we must note the ways of enthymematic 
argumentation on the basis of these rules. 

It is to be observed that from any conditional together with its ante- 
cedent follows the consequent of the same conditional. For it follows: 
‘If A is, B is; but A is; therefore B is.’ The Commentator Averroes 
in many places calls argumentation of this kind a hypothetical syllogism. 
And it is true that it is a truncated syllogism, because it is an enthymeme. 
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conclusionis cum utraque vel altera praemissarum ad oppositum alterius 
praemissae. 

Ex ista regula, scilicet quod ex opposito consequentis etc., sequuntur 
duae aliae regulae. 

[1% Regula V%¢] Prima est quod quidquid sequitur ad oppositum 
antecedentis sequitur ad oppositum consequentis. 

Et ideo, si aliquid sequatur ad oppositum antecedentis, quod non 
sequitur ad oppositum consequentis, sequitur quod prima consequentia 
non fuit bona. 

Ratio huius regulae est, quia si consequentia sit bona, tunc ex opposito 
consequentis sequitur oppositum antecedentis; ergo oppositum ante- 
cedentis est consequens et oppositum consequentis est antecedens; sed 
quidquid sequitur ad consequens, sequitur ad antecedens; ideo quidquid 
sequitur ad oppositum antecedentis, sequitur ad oppositum consequentis. 


[2% Regula Ve] Secunda regula est talis: Quidquid antecedit ad 
oppositum consequentis, antecedit ad oppositum antecedentis. 

Et ratio huius est, quia oppositum consequentis est antecedens ad 
oppositum antecedentis; nunc quidquid antecedit ad antecedens, ante- 
cedit ad consequens; ideo quidquid antecedit ad oppositum consequentis, 
illud antecedit ad oppositum antecedentis. Et propter hoc, si aliquid 
antecederet ad oppositum consequentis, quod non antecederet ad oppo- 
situm antecedentis, prima consequentia non fuit bona. 


Multae aliae regulae possent hic poni. Sed istae regulae sufficiunt 
ad artificialiter syllogizandum in hypotheticis conditionalibus. 


CAPITULUM AI 


DE MODO ARGUENDI ENTHYMEMATICE 
IN CONDITIONALIBUS 


Visis istis regulis videndum est, qualiter ex dictis regulis est in 
consequentiis enthymematice arguendum. 

Et sciendum est, quod ex quacumque conditionali cum antecedente 
conditionalis sequitur consequens eiusdem conditionalis. Sequitur enim: 
Si A est, B est; sed A est; ergo B est. Et huiusmodi argumentum vocat 
Commentator Averroes in multis locis? syllogismum hypotheticum. Et 


2Cf. In I Priorvum, 23, ed. Venetiis apud Iuntas (1550—53), I, f. 83°; 
In II Physicorum, t. c. 3, IV, f. 23%; In VI Physicorum, t.c. 41, IV, f. 124%. 
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Or, if it is called syllogism, it is a mixed syllogism composed of a hypo- 
thetical major premiss and a categorical minor premiss, drawing the 
consequent of the hypothetical. And it is not important for the present 
whether it is called an enthymeme or a syllogism. This mode of argumen- 
tation is founded on the first rule which says that if a consequence is 
valid, the antecedent cannot be true without the consequent. Thus, zf a 
conditional is true and its antecedent 1s true, the consequent must be true. 
It is thus manifest that from every conditional together with its antecedent 
follows the consequent of the same conditional. 

It is also clear from the aforesaid that from any conditional together 
with the opposite of its consequent follows the opposite of the antecedent ; 
for it follows: ‘If A is, B is; but no B is; therefore no A is.’ And this 
consequence holds in virtue of the rule: If a conditional 1s true and the 
consequent ts negated (destructo consequente), the antecedent 1s to be negated. 

It is also obvious that from any conditional follows another conditional 
in which the opposite of the consequent of the first conditional 1s the ante- 
cedent and the opposite of the antecedent of the first conditional 1s the 
consequent. For example, this enthymeme holds: ‘If a man is running, 
an animal is running; therefore if no animal is running, no man is 
running.’ In this enthymeme, one of the conditionals is the antecedent, 
and the other the consequent. The Commentator Averroes in many places 
calls such a consequence a hypothetical syllogism. And it is true that 
it is a truncated syllogism according to Aristotle. 

This mode argumentation is founded on the rule: In every valid con- 
sequence it 1s necessary that from the contradictory opposite of the consequent 
follow the opposite of the antecedent. 

From another rule laid down above, namely, that whatever follows 
from the consequent follows from the antecedent, it is clear that every 
conditional implies another conditional in which an antecedent implies the 
antecedent of the first conditional with respect to the same consequent. 
Hence, just as one may descend from the subject of a universal affirma- 
tive proposition to any individuals covered by the distribution with 
respect to the same predicate, so it is permissible to descend from any 
conditional’s antecedent to any antecedent of the antecedent with respect 
to the same consequent. The following inference, for example, is valid: 
‘If a man is running, an animal is running; therefore, if Socrates is 
running, an animal is running.’ Also valid is this consequence: ‘If every 
man is running, Socrates is running; therefore if every animal is running, 
Socrates is running.’ In each of the above it is argued according to the 
rule: Whatever is implied by the consequent is implied by the antecedent; 
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verum est, quod est syllogismus curtatus, quia est enthymema. Vel si 
dicatur syllogismus, tunc est syllogismus mixtus ex maiori hypothetica 
et minori categorica respectu conclusionis hypotheticae. Sed sive dicatur 
enthymema sive syllogismus, non est magna cura quoad praesens. Iste 
modus arguendi fundatur supra primam regulam, quae dicit, quod si 
consequentia sit bona, antecedens non potest esse verum sine consequente 
Et ideo, sz conditionalis sit vera et antecedens sit verum, sequitur quod 
consequens sit verum. Et sic patet, quod ad omnem conditionalem cum 
suo antecedente sequitur consequens etusdem conditionalts. 

Patet etiam ex praedictis, quod ex omni conditionali cum opposito 
sui consequentis sequitur oppositum sui antecedentis; sequitur enim: 
Si A est, B est; sed nullum B est; ergo nullum A est. Et tenet per hanc 
regulam: Sz conditionalis sit vera, destructo consequente destruitur ante- 
cedens. 

Patet etiam, quod ex omni conditionali sequitur alia conditionalis, 
in qua oppositum consequentis primae conditionalis est antecedens et 
oppositum antecedentis primae conditionalis est consequens. Verbi 
gratia, istud enthymema est bonum: ‘Si homo currit, animal currit; 
ergo si nullum animal currit, nullus homo currit.’ Et in isto enthymemate 
est una conditionalis antecedens et alia conditionalis consequens. Et 
huiusmodi consequentiam vocat Commentator Averroes in multis locis® 
syllogismum hypotheticum. Et verum est quod est syllogismus curtatus 
secundum Aristotelem. 

Iste modus arguendi fundatur super hanc regulam: In omni con- 
sequentia bona oportet quod ex opposito consequentis contradictorie sequatur 
oppositum antecedentis. 

Ex una alia regula superius posita, scilicet quidquid sequitur ad con- 
sequens, sequitur ad antecedens, patet quod ad omnem conditionalem 
sequitur alia conditionalis, in qua antecedit aliquod antecedens ad ante- 
cedens primae conditionalis respectu evusdem consequentis. Unde sicut 
sub subiecto universalis affirmativae contingit descendere ad quodlibet, 
pro quo fit distributio respectu eiusdem praedicati, ita sub antecedente 
cuiuslibet conditionalis contingit descendere ad quodlibet antecedens 
eiusdem antecedentis respectu eiusdem consequentis. Verbi gratia, ista 
consequentia est bona: ‘Si homo currit, animal currit; ergo si Sortes 
currit, animal currit.’ Similiter ista consequentia est bona: ‘Si omnis 
homo currit, Sortes currit; ergo si omne animal currit, Sortes currit.’ 
Et arguitur utrobique per hanc regulam: Quidquid sequitur ad con- 


3 Vide supra n. 2. 


28 IVAN BOH 


for the proposition ‘A man is running’ is implied by ‘Socrates is running,’ 
therefore whatever is implied by ‘A man is running’ is implied by ‘Socra- 
tes is running.’ Hence, if ‘A man is running, therefore an animal is 
running,’ is a valid inference, ‘Socrates is running, therefore an animal 
is running’ is also a valid inference. Similarly, since the inference, ‘Every 
animal is running, therefore every man is runnung’ is valid, whatever 
is implied by ‘Every man is running’ is also implied by ‘Every animal is 
running.’ Thus, if ‘Every man is running, therefore Socrates is running’ 
is valid, ‘Every animal is running, therefore Socrates is running’ is also 
valid. 

From this it is clear that in a conditional whose antecedent 1s a universal 
proposition, the subject of the antecedent does not have a mobile supposition 
with respect to the consequent, but an immobile one. For if the antecedent 
of a conditional is a universal proposition, it is not permissible to make 
a descent under the subject with respect to the same consequent. It 
does not follow, for example: ‘If every man is running, Socrates is 
running, therefore if Plato is running, Socrates is running,’ because it is 
argued according to an invalid rule, namely, Whatever is implied by the 
antecedent is implied by the consequent. This rule is invalid, as was said 
above. And that it is argued according to this rule is manifest: ‘Every 
man is running’ implies ‘Plato is running’; from this it is argued that 
because ‘Socrates is running’ is implied by ‘Every man is running,’ it 
must also be implied by ‘Plato is running.’ The argument, thus, surely 
proceeds according to the invalid rule that whatever is implied by the 
antecedent is implied by the consequent. 

From this rule, namely, Whatever is implied by the consequent, etc. 
it is manifest that 7m a conditional proposition whose antecedent 1s a parti- 
cular or an indefinite proposition, the subject of the antecedent has a confused 
and distributed supposition with respect to the consequent; so that from 
a conditional, the antecedent of which is a particular or an indefinite 
proposition, there follows another conditional in whose antecedent the 
subject is a logical inferior of the subject of the first conditional. The 
following inference, for example, is valid: ‘If an animal is running, 
a substance is running; therefore, if a man is running, a substance is 
running.’ For it is argued according to the rule: Whatever is implied 
by the consequent is implied by the antecedent. Hence the manner of 
arguing in the realm of conditionals is just the contrary to that in the 
realm of categoricals. In the realm of categoricals one may make a descent 
from a universal subject to anything covered by the distribution, but 
from a particular or an indefinite subject one may not make a descent. 
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sequens sequitur ad antecedens; ut quia ista propositio: ‘Homo currit,’ 
sequitur ad istam: ‘Sortes currit,’ ideo quidquid sequitur ad istam: 
‘Homo currit,’ sequitur ad istam: ‘Sortes currit;’ ideo si sequitur: Homo 
currit, ergo animal currit, sequitur: Sortes currit, ergo animal currit. 
Similiter, quia sequitur: Omne animal currit, ergo omnis homo currit, 
ideo, quidquid sequitur ad istam: ‘Omnis homo currit,’ sequitur ad 
istam: ‘Omne animal currit.’ Et ideo, si sequatur: Omnis homo currit, 
ergo Sortes currit, sequetur: Omne animal currit, ergo Sortes currit. 


Ex his patet, quod im conditionali, cuius antecedens est propositio 
universalis, non supponit subiectum in antecedente mobiliter respectu 
consequentis, sed immobiliter; quia si antecedens conditionalis sit pro- 
positio universalis, non contingit descendere sub subiecto antecedentis 
respectu eiusdem consequentis. Non enim sequitur: Siomnis homo currit, 
Sortes currit ; ergo si Plato currit, Sortes currit; quia arguitur per unam 
falsam regulam, scilicet per istam: Quidquid sequitur ad antecedens, 
sequitur ad consequens, quae regula falsa est, ut dictum est superius. 
Quod autem arguitur per illam regulam falsam, patet; nam ista: ‘Omnis 
homo currit,’ est antecedens ad istam: ‘Plato currit;’ et hic arguitur, 
quod quia ista: ‘Sortes currit,’ sequitur ad istam: ‘Omnis homo currit,’ 
quod propter hoc sequitur ad istam: ‘Plato currit.’ Et ita arguitur per 
hanc regulam: Quod sequitur ad antecedens, sequitur ad consequens. 


Ex eadem regula, scilicet quidquid sequitur ad consequens etc., patet 
quod in conditionali, cuius antecedens est propositio particularis vel 
indefinita, subiectum antecedentis supponit confuse et distributive 
vespectu consequentis, ita quod ad talem conditionalem, cuius ante- 
cedens est propositio particularis vel indefinita, sequitur conditionalis, 
in cuius antecedente subiicitur aliquod inferius ad subiectum primae 
conditionalis. Verbi gratia, sequitur enim: Si animal currit, substantia 
currit, ergo si homo currit, substantia currit; quia arguitur per hanc 
regulam: Quod sequitur ad consequens, sequitur ad antecedens. Unde 
contrario modo/est in conditionalibus et in propositionibus categoricis. 
Quia in categoricis sub subiecto universalis contingit descendere ad quod- 
libet, pro quo fit distributio, et sub subiecto particularis vel indefinitae 
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But in the realm of conditionals the converse is the case; one may not 
make a descent from the subject of a conditional proposition which serves 
as antecedent, with respect to the consequent, while from the subject 
of a particular or an indefinite proposition which serves as antecedent 
of a conditional one may make a descent to any supposit with respect 
to the same consequent. 

It is also clear from what has been said that 7m conditionals the con- 
sequence from an inferior to the corresponding superior without distribution 
on part of the antecedent is invalid; for one may not make an ascent from 
the subject of the antecedent which is a particular or indefinite pro- 
position or argue to its superior with respect to the same consequent. 
It does not follow: ‘If a man is running, something capable of laughing 
is running; therefore, if an animal is running, something capable of 
laughing is running,’ because it is argued according to the invalid rule, 
Whatever is implied by the antecedent is implied by the consequent. 
It is argued that since the proposition, ‘A man is running’ — which is the 
antecedent — implies ‘Something capable of laughing is running,’ 
it follows that ‘Animal is running’ — which is the consequent — implies 
‘Something capable of laughing is running.’ 

From this rule: Whatever implies the antecedent implies the con- 
sequent, it clearly follows that any conditional implies another conditional 
to the effect that the same antecedent implies (any) consequent of the con- 
sequent of the first conditional. Hence, just as in a universal affirmative 
proposition the predicate has merely confused supposition, so that the 
predicate can be inferred from any of its inferiors (as it is clear; it follows, 
for example, ‘Every man is this animal, therefore every man is an ani- 
mal’), in the same way the consequent of a conditional can be inferred 
from any of its antecedents; thus it follows; ‘If a man is running, an 
animal is running, therefore if a man is running, a substance is running.’ 
Hence, from an inferior to the corresponding superior on part of consequent 
and with respect to the same antecedent the consequence is valid. And it is 
argued according to the rule: Whatever implies the antecedent implies 
the consequent. 

Furthermore, it is to be understood that when we find many conse- 
quences arranged into a series from first antecedent to the last consequent, 
provided that in each consequence the same proposition which serves 
as consequent in the preceding conditional serves as antecedent in the 
subsequent conditional, there is a valid consequence from first to the last 
in the sense that the first antecedent implies the last consequent. Such con- 
sequence from first to the last holds in virtue of the rule, Whatever is 
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non contingit descendere; sed in conditionalibus est e converso; quia sub 
subiecto propositionis universalis, quae est antecedens, non contingit 
descendere respectu consequentis, sed sub subiecto particularis vel in- 
definitae, quae est antecedens conditionalis, contingit descendere ad 
quodlibet suppositum, respectu eiusdem consequentis. 


Patet etiam ex dictis, quod im conditionalibus non tenet consequentia 
arguendo ab inferiort ad superius sine distributione ex parte ante- 
cedentis ; non enim supra subiectum antecedentis, quae est propositio 
particularis vel indefinita, contingit ascendere vel arguere ad suum 
superius respectu eiusdem consequentis. Non enim sequitur: Si homo 
currit, risibile currit; ergo si animal currit, risibile currit. Quia arguitur 
per istam falsam regulam: Quod sequitur ad antecedens, sequitur ad 
consequens; ut quia ad istam: ‘Homo currit,’ quae est antecedens, 
sequitur ista: ‘Risibile currit,’ ideo ad istam: ‘Animal currit,’ quae est 
consequens, sequitur ista: ‘Risibile currit.’ 


Ex ista regula: Quidquid antecedit ad antecedens, antecedit ad 
consequens, patet quod ad omnem conditionalem sequitur alia conditio- 
nalis, in qua ad 1dem antecedens denotatur sequi consequens ad con- 
sequens primae conditionalis. Unde sicut in universali affirmativa prae- 
dicatum supponit confuse tantum, ita quod praedicatum infertur ex 
quolibet suo inferiori — ut patet, sequitur enim: Omnis homo est hoc 
animal, ergo omnis homo est animal — ita in conditionali consequens 
infertur ex quolibet suo antecedente; sequitur enim: Si homo currit, 
animal currit, ergo si homo currit, substantia currit. Unde ab inferiort 
ad superius ex parte consequentis tenet consequentia respectu evusdem 
antecedentis. Et arguitur per hanc regulam: Quidquid antecedit ad ante- 
cedens, antecedit ad consequens. 


Ulterius intelligendum, quod quando fiunt multae consequentiae 
inter primum antecedens et ultimum consequens, si in qualibet con- 
sequentia illud idem, quod est consequens in conditionali praecedente, 
sit antecedens in conditionali sequente, tunc tenet consequentia a primo 
ad ultimum, ita quod ad primum antecedens sequitur ultimum con- 
sequens. Et tenet talis consequentia a primo ad ultimum per hanc regu- 
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implied by the consequent is implied by the antecedent. For example: 
‘If a man is running, an animal is running, and if an animal is running, 
a body is running, and if a body is running, a substance is running;’ 
therefore, it follows from first to the last: ‘Ifa man is running, a substance 
is running.’ This consequence is valid by the rule, Whatever is implied 
by the consequent is implied by the antecedent. For if ‘A man is 
running, therefore an animal is running,’ is a valid inference, then 
whatever is implied by ‘An animal is running’ is implied by ‘A man is 
running’: if therefore ‘An animal is running, therefore a body is running’ 
is valid, it would follow: ‘A man is running, therefore a body is running.’ 
Whatever is implied by ‘A body is running’ is implied by ‘A man is 
running;’ hence, if it should follow: ‘A body is running, therefore a sub- 
stance is running,’ it would also follow: ‘A man is running, therefore a 
substance is running.’ It is thus clear that by the rule, Whatever is 
implied by the consequent is implied by the antecedent, the consequence 
from first to the last is valid, when it is argued through many intermediate 
consequences. 

And I stressed that when it is argued from first to the last through 
many intermediate consequences, it is necessary that the proposition 
which serves as consequent in the preceding conditional be the antecedent 
in the conditional that follows; for otherwise the consequence from first 
to the last would not be valid, since one would not argue according 
to the rule. Hence, just as in syllogisms there must be one middle term 
conjoining the premisses, so in an inference from first to the last it is 
necessary that there be a middle joining the subsequent consequence 
with the preceding one, and that this middle be the proposition which is 
consequent in the preceding conditional and antecedent in the subsequent 
conditional. But if the consequent of the preceding conditional and the 
antecedent of the subsequent conditional are not the same, the con- 
sequence from first to the last is invalid since it incurs the fallacy of 
accident arising from the change of the middle term. Take for example 
the following inference: ‘If no time exists, it is not day; and if it is not day 
and some time exists, it is night; and if it is night, some time exists; 
therefore, from first to the last, if no time exists, some time exists;’ 
the consequence from first to the last is surely invalid, because the 
consequent in the preceding conditional is not the same as the antecedent 
of the subsequent conditional. For in the first conditional, the consequent 
is the proposition ‘It is not day’ alone, while in the second conditional 
this whole (conjunction) is the antecedent: ‘It is not day and some time 
exists ;’ for this reason the consequence from first to the last is invalid. 
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lam: Quidquid sequitur ad consequens, sequitur ad antecedens. Verbi 
gratia, sequitur: Si homo currit, animal currit, et si animal currit, corpus 
currit, et si corpus currit, substantia currit; ideo sequitur a primo ad 
ultimum: Si homo currit, substantia currit. Et tenet per hanc regulam: 
Quidquid sequitur ad consequens, sequitur ad antecedens. Nam si sequa- 
tur: Homo currit, ergo animal currit, tunc quidquid sequitur ad istam: 
‘Animal currit,’ sequitur ad istam: ‘Homo currit;’ si tunc sequatur: 
Animal currit, ergo corpus currit, sequitur: Homo currit, ergo corpus 
currit. Quidquid sequitur ad istam: ‘Corpus currit,’ sequitur ad istam: 
‘Homo currit;’ si ergo sequatur: Corpus currit, ergo substantia currit, 
sequitur: Homo currit, ergo substantia currit. Et ita patet, quod per hanc 
regulam: Quidquid sequitur ad consequens, sequitur ad antecedens, tenet 
consequentia a primo ad ultimum, quando arguitur per multas con- 
sequentias intermedias. 


Et dixi, quod quando arguitur a primo ad ultimum per multas 
consequentias intermedias, oportet quod illud, quod est consequens 
in conditionali praecedente, sit antecedens in conditionali sequente, 
quia aliter non valeret consequentia a primo ad ultimum, quia non 
argueretur per aliquam regulam bonam. Unde sicut in syllogismo oportet 
quod sit unum medium copulans praemissas ad invicem, ita, quando 
arguitur a primo ad ultimum, oportet quod sit aliquod medium copulans 
posteriorem conditionalem cum priore, et illud medium est illud quod 
est consequens in conditionali praecedente et antecedens in conditionali 
sequente. Si vero non sit idem consequens in conditionali praecedente et 
antecedens in conditionali sequente, tunc non tenet consequentia a 
primo ad ultimum, sed est fallacia accidentis ex variatione medii. Per 
hoc patet, quod si sic arguatur: Si nullum tempus est, dies non est, 
et si dies non est et aliquod tempus est, nox est, et si nox est, aliquod 
tempus est; ergo a primo ad ultimum: Si nullum tempus est, aliquod 
tempus est, quod consequentia non tenet a primo ad ultimum, quia non 
est idem consequens in conditionali praecedente et antecedens in con- 
ditionali sequente. Nam in conditionali prima nihil est consequens nisi 
ista propositio: ‘Dies non est,’ et in conditionali secunda totum istud est 
antecedens: ‘Dies non est et aliquod tempus est,’ et ideo non tenet 
consequentia a primo ad ultimum. 
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In addition it is to be known that every conditional is true in which 
the antecedent containing opposites infers its own contradictory. For 
example: ‘You know that you are a stone, therefore you do not know 
that you are a stone,’ because the antecedent contains opposites. For the 
proposition, ‘You know that you are a stone,’ includes these two: ‘You 
are a stone’ and ‘You are not a stone.’ The consequence, ‘You know that 
you are a stone, therefore you are a stone,’ is valid in virtue of this middle: 
‘Nothing is known except the true.’ It also follows: “You know that you 
area stone, therefore you are not astone,’ in virtue of this middle: “Nothing 
that knows is a stone.’ For it follows: “You know that you are a stone, 
therefore you are something that knows;’ it also follows: “You are some- 
thing that knows, therefore you are not a stone.’ The proposition “You 
know that you are a stone’ thus clearly contains opposites. 

This rule that every proposition which contains opposites implies 
its own contradictory, holds in virtue of two rules laid down previously. 
One of them is that if a consequence is valid, the contradictory of the 
consequent implies the contradictory of the antecedent. The second is 
that whatever is implied by the consequent is implied by the antecedent. 
From these two rules our proposition is proved in the following manner: 
If a proposition contains opposites, it implies each of the opposites; since 
the opposite of the consequent implies the opposite of the antecedent, 
it must be the case that the opposite of each of the two contradictory 
consequents implies the opposite of the antecedent. Since therefore the 
opposite of each of them is implied by the same antecedent, and what- 
ever is implied by the consequent is implied by the antecedent, the 
antecedent must imply its own contradictory. For instance, since ‘You 
know that you are a stone’ implies both ‘You are a stone’ and ‘You are 
not a stone,’ the opposite of each of the two implies the opposite of the 
antecedent. Now the opposite of ‘You are a stone’ is ‘You are not a stone,’ 
and the opposite of ‘You are not a stone’ is ‘You are a stone.’ And there- 
fore each of these: ‘You are a stone,’ and ‘You are not a stone,’ implies 
“You do not know that you are a stone.’ Therefore, since both of the above 
propositions are implied by ‘You know that you are a stone,’ and whatever 
is implied by the consequent is implied by the antecedent, it follows that 
“You know that you are a stone’ implies ‘You do not know that you are a 
stone.’ More briefly, it follows: ‘You know that you are a stone, therefore 
you are a stone;’ it also follows: ‘You are a stone, therefore you do not 
know that you are a stone; therefore it follows from first to last: ‘You 
know that you are a stone, therefore you do not know that you are a 
stone.’ The first consequence is valid by assumption, for we assume 
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Adhuc est sciendum, quod omnis conditionalis est vera, in qua ante- 
cedens includens opposita infert suum contradictorium. Verbi gratia, 
sequitur: Tu scis te esse lapidem, ergo tu non scis te esse lapidem, quia 
antecedens includit opposita. Nam ista propositio: ‘Tu scis te esse 
lapidem,’ includit ista duo: ‘Tu es lapis,’ ‘Tu non es lapis;’ sequitur enim: 
Tu scis te esse lapidem, ergo tu es lapis, per hoc medium: Nihil scitur 
nisi verum. Sequitur etiam: Tu scis te esse lapidem, ergo tu non es lapis, 
per hoc medium: Nullum sciens est lapis; sequitur enim: Tu scis te esse 
lapidem, ergo tu es sciens; et sequitur: Tu es sciens, ergo tu non es lapis. 
Et ita patet, quod haec propositio: ‘Tu scis te esse lapidem,’ includit 
opposita. 


Quod autem omnis propositio includens opposita inferat suum contra- 
dictorium, patet per duas regulas prius positas, quarum una est, quod 
si aliqua consequentia sit bona, ex contradictorio consequentis sequitur 
contradictorium antecedentis. Secunda est, quod quidquid sequitur 
ad consequens, illud idem sequitur ad antecedens. Ex istis regulis pro- 
batur propositum sic: Si aliqua propositio includit opposita, illa infert 
utrumque oppositorum; cum ergo ex opposito consequentis sequatur 
oppositum antecedentis, oportet quod ex opposito utriusque illorum 
contradictoriorum consequentium sequatur oppositum antecedentis. Cum 
ergo oppositum utriusque sequatur ad idem antecedens, et quidquid 
sequitur ad consequens, sequitur ad antecedens, oportet quod ad illud 
antecedens sequatur suum contradictorium. Verbi gratia, quia ista: 
‘Tu scis te esse lapidem,’ infert istas duas: “Tu es lapis,’ “Tu non es lapis,’ 
ideo ex opposito utriusque sequitur oppositum antecedentis; sed oppo- 
situm huius: ‘Tu es lapis,’ est ista: ‘Tu non es lapis,’ et oppositum huius: 
‘Tu non es lapis,’ est ista: ‘Tu es lapis.’ Et ideo ex utraque istarum: “Tu es 
lapis,’ ‘Tu non es lapis,’ sequitur ista: “Tu non scis te esse lapidem.’ Cum 
igitur utraque istarum sit consequens ad istam: “Tu scis te esse lapidem,’ 
et quidquid sequitur ad consequens, sequitur ad antecedens, sequitur quod 
ad istam: ‘Tu scis te esse lapidem,’ sequitur ista: ‘Tu non scis te esse 
lapidem.’ Unde breviter sequitur: Tu scis te esse lapidem, ergo tu es 
lapis; et sequitur: Tu es lapis, ergo tu non scis te esse lapidem; ergo a 
primo ad ultimum: Tu scis te esse lapidem, ergo tu non scis te esse 
lapidem. Prima consequentia patet per positum; quia supponimus, 
quod primum antecedens includit ista duo: “Tu es lapis,’ “Tu non es lapis.’ 
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that the first antecedent includes ‘You are a stone’ and ‘You are not 
a stone.’ And the second consequence holds because the opposite of the 
consequent implies the opposite of the antecedent — as is obvious. 
Thus the rule that every proposition which contains opposites implies 
its own contradictory is infallibly true. 

It is clear that in virtue of this rule the following consequence holds: 
‘Only principle is, therefore not only principle is,’ because the antecedent 
contains opposites. For the proposition ‘Only principle is’ contains these 
two: ‘Principiate is’ and ‘No principiate is;’ for it follows directly: ‘Only 
principle is, therefore no principiate is,’ and furthermore ‘therefore 
principiate is ;’ hence from first to the last : ‘If only principle is, principiate 
is.’ And thus, ‘Only principle is’ implies ‘Not only principiate is,’ because 
the antecedent contains contradictories. The same judgment applies to 
‘Only father exists;’ for this proposition includes these two opposites: 
‘Son exists’ and ‘No son exists.’ And therefore it validly follows: ‘Only 
father exists, therefore not only father exists.” These points should not 
be subject to doubt to any intelligent person, although many philosophers 
of our time do not understand them. 


In order that this may be better understood I put forth three doubts. 

(x) The first is this: It is not clear how a proposition can contain oppo- 
sites, because that which is contained in something is in it; but opposites 
could not be in the same; therefore they cannot be contained in the same. 

(2) Secondly it is doubted because those conditional propositions in 
which contradictories are inferred from the same antecedent seem to be 
inconsistent. For these conditionals seem to be inconsistent: ‘If only 
principle is, a principiate is’ and ‘If only principle is, no principiate is.’ 
Since, therefore, inconsistent propositions cannot be simultaneously true, 
it follows that these two conditionals could not be simultaneously true. 

(3) Thirdly there are doubts on the ground that it seems impossible 
that one of the opposites could imply the other, because every conse- 
quence holds in virtue of some agreement (ratione convenientiae) ; but 
there is no agreement between contradictories; hence in no way does one 
of the contradictories imply the other. 

This is confirmed by the fact that every consequence is founded upon 
some dialectical topic; but the consequence which claims that one oppo- 
site can be inferred from the other is not founded upon any dialectical 
topic; therefore, etc. 

(Ad 1.) To the first of these I say that there 7s some proposition which 
contains opposites, and in this all men agree; for it is commonly said that 
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Et secunda consequentia tenet, quia ex opposito consequentis sequitur 
oppositum antecedentis, ut patet. Ideo ista regula est infallibiliter vera, 
scilicet, quod omnis propositio includens opposita infert suum contra- 
dictorium. 


Et per hanc regulam patet, quod ista consequentia est bona: ‘Tantum 
principium est, ergo non tantum principium est,’ quia antecedens 
includit opposita. Ista enim propositio: ‘Tantum principium est,’ includit 
ista duo: ‘Principiatum est,’ et ‘Nullum principiatum est;’ sequitur 
enim immediate: Tantum principium est, ergo nullum principiatum est. 
Sequitur etiam: Tantum principium est, ergo principium est, et ulterius: 
ergo principiatum est; ergo a primo ad ultimum: Si tantum principium 
est, principiatum est. Et ita ad istam: “Tantum principium est,’ sequitur 
ista: ‘Non tantum principium est,’ quia antecedens includit contra- 
dictoria. Et idem iudicium est de ista: ‘Tantum pater est;’ ista enim 
includit ista duo opposita, scilicet ‘Filius est,’ et “Nullus filius est ;’ et ideo 
bene sequitur: Tantum pater est, ergo non tantum pater est. Et istud 
non deberet esse dubium alicui intelligenti, quamvis multi philosophantes 
nostri temporis non intelligant istud. 

[z¥™ ] Ideo ad istud melius intelligendum moveo tria dubia. Primum 
est: Non videtur, quod aliqua propositio includat opposita, quia illud, 
quod includitur in aliquo, est in illo; sed opposita non possunt esse in 
eodem; ergo non possunt includi in eodem. 

[2um] Secundo dubitatur, quod illae conditionales videntur repug- 
nare, in quibus ex eodem antecedente inferuntur contradictoria. Istae 
enim conditionales videntur repugnare: ‘Si tantum principium est, 
principium est;’ et ‘si tantum principium est, nullum principiatum est.’ 
Cum ergo repugnantia non possunt esse simul vera,sequitur quod istae 
duae conditionales non possunt simul esse verae. 

[3vm] Tertio dubitatur, quia videtur quod impossibile est, quod 
unum oppositorum inferat reliquum, quia omnis consequentia tenet 
ratione alicuius convenientiae; sed inter contradictoria nulla est con- 
venientia; ergo unum contradictorium nullo modo infert reliquum. 


Et confirmatur: quia omnis consequentia fundatur super aliquem 
locum dialecticum; sed consequentia, in qua denotatur unum opposi- 
torum inferri ex reliquo, non fundatur super aliquem locum dialecticum ; 
ergo etc. 

[Ad 1¥™] Ad primum istorum dico, quod aliqua propositio includit 
opposita, et in hoc conveniunt communiter omnes homines; dicitur 
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God can make anything which does not contain a contradiction, that is, 
which does not contain contradictories. This is a sufficient ground for 
maintaining that something does contain a contradiction, that is, contra- 
dictories. But only something which is a proposition can contain contra- 
dictories. I say, therefore, that there is some proposition which contains 
contradictories. 

It is also. clear that the proposition, ‘Rational is irrational’ contains 
contradictories, since it includes the following two propositions: “Some- 
thing is rational’ and ‘That same thing is irrational.’ 

Thus, when it is said that that which is contained in something is in it, 
I say that in the same manner in which it is contained in it, it is in it. 
I thus admit that contradictories are together in that same manner of being 
in which a consequent is in the antecedent. However, a consequent is not 
in the antecedent formally and actually in the manner in which form 
is in matter. For this reason I say, briefly, that it is not impossible 
(inconventens) that contradictories be together in the same thing in the 
manner in which a consequent is in the antecedent. 

[Ad 2.] To the second (doubt) I say that those conditionals in which 
contradictories are denoted to follow from the same antecedent are not inconsis- 
tent. For although the consequents are inconsistent, the consequences are not. 
Hence in order that a contradictory to a conditional be given, it is 
necessary that the sign of condition be negated. Generally, in all kinds 
of propositions it is necessary that that which is primarily affirmed in one 
of the contradictories be negated in the other, as is manifest from the 
Philosopher’s second book of Perihermenias. Hence, since in categorical 
predicative propositions the verb ‘is’ is the principal functor, the contra- 
diction in them ought to be given by affirmation or denial of the verb 
‘is’ with respect to the same extremes. And because in modal propositions 
the modal sign is the principal functor, it is necessary, in order to have 
a contradiction, that the mode be affirmed in one and negated in the 
other of the contradictories. And so I say that since in conditional pro- 
positions the sign of condition is the principal functor, it follows that the 
contradictory of a conditional is a proposition in which the sign of con- 
dition is negated. Thus the contradictory of the proposition ‘If only 
principle is, principiate is’ is, ‘It is not the case that if only principle is, 
principiate is.’ And this is equivalent to the proposition which asserts 
that the following are true together: ‘Only principle is;’ and ‘No prin- 
cipiate is.’ 

The general rule, then, is that the principal functor must be affirmed in 
one of the contradictories and denied in the remaining one; for the Philo- 


Burleigh: On Conditional Hypothetical Propositions 39 


contradictionem, hoc est, quod non includit contradictoria. Ex quo 
enim communiter, quod Deus potest facere omne illud, quod non includit 
satis habetur, quod aliquid includit contradictionem, id est contra- 
dictoria. Et nihil potest includere contradictoria nisi propositio. Ideo 
dico, quod aliqua propositio includit contradictoria. 


Patet etiam, quod ista propositio: ‘Rationale est irrationale,’ includit 
contradictoria, quia includit ista duo: ‘Aliquid est rationale,’ et ‘Illud 
idem est irrationale.’ 

Quando ergo dicitur, quod illud, quod includitur in aliquo, est in illo, 
dico, quod illo modo, quo includitur in aliquo, illo modo est in illo. 
Et ideo concedo, quod contradictoria sunt simul in eodem illo modo 
essendi, 1m quo consequens est in antecedente. Verumtamen consequens 
non est in antecedente formaliter et in actu eo modo, quo forma est in 
materia. Unde breviter dico, quod non est inconveniens, quod contra- 
dictoria sint simul in eodem illo modo essendi, in quo consequens est in 
antecedente. 

[Ad 2um] Ad secundum dico, quod tllae conditionales non repugnant, 
in quibus contradictoria denotantur sequi ex eodem antecedente. Quam- 
vis enim consequentia repugnent, tamen conditionales non repugnant. 
Unde in conditionalibus ad hoc, quod detur contradictorium, oportet 
quod nota conditionis negetur. Et universaliter in omnibus oportet quod 
illud, quod est principale affirmatum in uno contradictoriorum negetur 
in reliquo, sicut patet per Philosophum secundo Perihermenias.* Unde, 
quia in categoricis de inesse hoc verbum ‘est’ est principale, ideo in illis 
debet dari contradictio per affirmationem et negationem huius verbi 
‘est’ respectu eorundem extremorum. Et quia in modalibus modus est 
principale, ideo ad dandum contradictionem in modalibus oportet quod 
modus affirmatus in uno contradictoriorum negetur in reliquo. Et ita 
dico, quod quia in conditionalibus nota conditionis est principale, ideo 
contradictorium conditionalis est propositio in qua nota conditionis 
negatur. Unde contradictorium istius: ‘Si tantum principium est, prin- 
cipiatum est,’ est istud: ‘Non, si tantum principium est, principiatum 
est.’ Et hoc aequipollet huic propositioni, quae dicit, quod ista stant 
simul: ‘Tantum,principium est,’ et ‘Nullum principiatum est.’ 


Haec igitur est regula generalis, quod principale affirmatum in uno 
contradictoriorum debet negari in reliquo; quia dicit Philosophus:® 


4 De Interpretatione, 12, 21 a 36. 5 De Interpretatione, 7, 17 b 38. 
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sopher says: Whatever an affirmation affirms, the negation denies. 
This is understood for the primary functor that is affirmed ; for whatever 
is principally affirmed in one of the contradictories must be negated 
in the remaining one. Now this goes against the view of some prominent 
men who nowadays say that in reduplicative propositions the sign of 
reduplication ought to be affirmed in each of the contradictories. Yet 
this is not right because according to this view contradictories would be 
false at the same time. For each of these is false: “Socrates inasmuch as 
he is a man is white,’ and ‘Socrates inasmuch as he is a man is not white.’ 
Likewise Avicenna who, as the Commentator says, did not make mistakes 
in logic, says in the first chapter of the fifth book of his Metaphysics, 
that contradiction in reduplicative propositions ought to be accomplished 
by negating in the negative proposition the sign of reduplication which 
was affirmed in the affirmative proposition. Hence he says that the 
contradictory of ‘Horseness as horseness is one’ is not “Horseness as 
horseness is not one,’ or ‘is not-one;’ its contradictory is ‘Horseness not 
as horseness is one.’ About this we shall see more in the sequel. 

Now someone may say that contradictory propositions do not follow 
from the same antecedent on the ground that if this were so, the same 
thing would follow from contradictories, which seems to be contrary 
to what the Philosopher says in the first book of Prior Analytics, namely, 
that from the same antecedent affirmed and denied the same consequent 
does not follow. I reply that from the same antecedent affirmed and denied 
does not follow the same consequent, unless the opposite of its consequent 
contains contradictory propositions. It is in this way that the statement 
of Aristotle is to be understood. 

[Ad 3.] The third claim namely, ‘Every consequence holds by reason 
of some agreement,’ I concede. But the further statement that contra- 
dictories do not agree in anything must be denied. For it is certain that 
contradictories agree in terms. However, the agreement by reason of 
which one of the contradictories implies the remaining one consists in 
this that there is a proposition common to each of them. This proposition 
is that which is the consequent to one of them and the antecedent to 
the other. Hence the contradictories from one of which the remaining one 
is inferred agree in a middle which mutually connects the two, and this 
middle ts the consequent to one of the contradictories and the antecedent to the 
other. For example, the proposition ‘Only principle is’ and ‘Not only 
principle is’ agree in the proposition ‘A principiate is;’ this latter is 
consequent to ‘Only principle is’ and antecedent to ‘Not only principle is.’ 
Such convergence in one proposition which is the consequent to the one 
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Quidquid affirmat affirmatio negat negatio. Et istud intelligitur de 
principali affirmato; quod enim principaliter affirmatur in uno contra- 
dictoriorum, debet negari in reliquo. Et istud est contra quosdam 
solemnes viros, qui his diebus dicunt, quod in reduplicativis nota redupli- 
cationis debet affirmari in utroque contradictoriorum. Istud tamen non 
est verum, quia secundum hoc contradictoria essent simul falsa. Nam 
utraque istarum est falsa: ‘Sortes inquantum est homo est albus,’ et 
‘Sortes inquantum est homo non est albus.’ Similiter, Avicenna, qui, ut 
dicit Commentator,® non erravit in Logica, dicit quinto suae Metaphysicae 
capitulo primo,’ quod contradictio debet dari in reduplicativis negando 
reduplicationem in negativa, quae affirmatur in affirmativa. Unde 
dicit, quod contradictorium huius: ‘Equinitas inquantum equinitas 
est unum,’ non est istud: ‘Equinitas inquantum equinitas non est unum 
vel est non unum;’ sed istud est suum contradictorium, scilicet : ‘Equini- 
tas non inquantum equinitas est unum.’ De isto videbitur magis in 
sequentibus. 


Et si dicatur, quod ad idem antecedens non sequuntur contradictoria, 
quia tunc ex contradictoriis sequeretur idem, quod videtur esse contra 
Philosophum primo Priorwm,® qui dicit, quod ad idem antecedens 
affirmatum et negatum non sequitur idem consequens. Dico quod ad 
1dem antecedens affirmatum et negatum non sequitur idem consequens, 
mist oppositum illius consequentis includat contradictoria. Et sic debet 
intelligi dictum Aristotelis. 


[Ad 3¥™] Ad tertium, quando dicitur: ‘Omnis consequentia tenet 
ratione alicuius convenientiae,’ concedo. Et cum dicitur, quod contra- 
dictoria in nullo conveniunt, istud est negandum. Nam certum est, quod 
contradictoria conveniunt in terminis. Convenientia tamen, ratione 
cuius unum contradictoriorum infert reliquum, est in hoc, quod utrique 
una propositio est communis, quae propositio est consequens ad unum 
illorum et antecedens ad reliquum. Unde contradictoria, ex quorum uno 
infertur veliquum, conveniunt in uno medio connectente rlla ad invicem, 
quod quidem medium est consequens ad unum et antecedens ad reli- 
quum. Verbi gratia, istae propositiones: ‘Tantum principium est,” et 
‘Non tantum principium est,’ conveniunt in ista propositione: ‘Principia- 
tum est,’ quae est consequens ad istam: “Tantum principium est,’ et 
antecedens ad istam: ‘Non tantum principium est.’ Et talis convenientia 

6 Cf, In III De Anima, t.c. 30, VI, £. 173V. 
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and the antecedent to the other of contradictories is sufficient to enable 
one proposition to imply the other. 

But it will be said against this that there is as much agreement bet- 
ween ‘Not only principle is’ and ‘Only principle is’ as there is conversely. 
Therefore if by reason of some agreement the inference “Only principle is, 
therefore not only principle is’ is valid, the converse inference, ‘Not only 
principle is, therefore only principle is,’ would also be valid on the ground 
of the same or equal agreement. But this latter inference is invalid, 
because the antecedent is true and the consequent false. — It must be 
replied that the proposition, ‘Only principle is’ implies ‘Not only principle 
is,’ not because of so great or as great agreement, but because of such 
an agreement as is necessary and sufficient for the validity of consequence. 
And this agreement is the agreement in the proposition which is the 
consequent to the antecedent and the antecedent to the consequent. 
Hence one and the same proposition which is consequent upon this one: 
‘Only principle is’ is antecedent to this one: ‘Not only principle is.’ 
But this agreement does not hold conversely, because there is no one 
proposition consequent upon ‘Not only principle is’ and antecedent to 
‘Only principle is.’ And when it is said: ‘As much agreement, etc., etc.,’ 
I reply that the consequence does not hold on the ground of so great 
or as great agreement, but by reason of an agreement in a proposition 
which is the consequent to the antecedent and the antecedent to the 
consequent. Or, it could be said that agreement is of two sorts: essential 
(in essendo) and consequential (in consequendo). Now the consequence 
holds by reason of consequential agreement. Although there should be as 
great essential agreement between ‘Not only principle is’ and its opposite, 
as there is conversely, there is yet no such consequential agreement. 
For consequential agreement is such as described above, namely, agree- 
ment in a proposition which is the consequent to the antecedent and the 
antecedent to the consequent. And if it be said that consequential agree- 
ment arises from the essential agreement, and that, therefore, wherever 
there is equal essential agreement there is equal consequential agreement, 
I make this reply: In a consequence which holds in virtue of an intrinsic 
locus the consequential agreement does arise from the essential agreement ; 
but where the consequence holds in virtue of an extrinsic locus this is not true. 
Now the consequence discussed above holds in virtue of an extrinsic locus. 

To the other argument, which was given as a confirmation of this one, 
according to which every valid consequence holds by reason of some 
dialectical locus, I say that every valid consequence holds by reason of 
some logical locus, and it is not necessary that every valid consequence 
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in una propositione, quae est consequens ad unam et antecedens ad aliam, 
sufficit ad hoc, quod una propositio inferat aliam. 

Sed contra hoc dicetur, quod tanta est convenientia inter istam: 
‘Non tantum principium est,’ et istam: ‘Tantum principium est,’ quanta 
est € converso; ergo si propter aliquam convenientiam sequatur: Tantum 
principium est, ergo non tantum principium est, propter eandem con- 
venientiam vel aequalem sequetur e converso, et ita sequitur: Non 
tantum principium est, ergo tantum principium est, quod falsum est, 
quia antecedens est verum et consequens falsum. — Dicendum quod 
ad istam: ‘Tantum principium est,’ sequitur ista: ‘Non tantum princi- 
pium est,’ non propter convenientiam tantam vel tantam, sed propter 
convenientiam talem requisitam et sufficientem ad bonitatem consequen- 
tiae. Et haec convenientia est in una propositione consequente ad ante- 
cedens et antecedente ad consequens. Unde una et eadem propositio, 
quae est consequens ad istam: ‘Tantum principium est,’ est antecedens 
ad istam: ‘Non tantum principium est;’ sed haec convenientia non est 
e contrario, quia non est aliqua una propositio consequens ad istam: 
‘Non tantum principium est,’ et antecedens ad istam: ‘Tantum princi- 
pium est.’ Et cum dicitur: ‘Tanta convenientia est,’ etc., dico, quod conse- 
quentia non tenet propter conveniantiam tantam vel tantam, sed propter 
convenientiam talem, scilicet in una propositione, quae est consequens 
ad antecedens et antecedens ad consequens. Vel posset dici, quod con- 
venientia est duplex: quaedam in essendo et quaedam in consequendo. 
Et consequentia tenet ratione convenientiae in consequendo. Nunc, 
quamvis sit tanta convenientia inter illam: ‘Non tantum principium est,’ 
et suum oppositum in essendo, quanta est e converso, non tamen est 
tanta convenientia in consequendo, quia convenientia in consequendo 
est illa, quae dicta est, scilicet in una propositione, quae est consequens 
ad antecedens et antecedens ad consequens. Et si dicatur, quod con- 
venientia in consequendo oritur a convenientia in essendo, ergo ubi est 
aequalis convenientia in essendo, est aequalis convenientia in conse- 
quendo. — Dicendum, quod in consequentia tenente per locum intrin- 
secum convenientia in consequendo oritur a convenientia in essendo. 
Sed ubi consequentia tenet per locum extrinsecum non est verum. Nunc 
autem consequentic praedicta tenet per locum extrinsecum. 


Ad aliam rationem, quae fuit quasi confirmatio eius, cum dicitur, 
quod omnis consequentia bona tenet per aliquem locum dialecticum. — 
Dico quod omnis consequentia bona tenet per aliquem locum logicum, 
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hold by reason of some dialectical locus, unless one extends ‘dialectic’ 
to the whole of logic. 

And when it is said that a consequence of this sort is not founded in a 
dialectical or logical locus, I reply that a dialectical or logical locus is of 
two kinds: one is a maximal proposition, the other is a difference of 
maxim. Every valid consequence holds through some locus which is a 
maximal proposition. For a maximal proposition is nothing but a rule 
by which a consequence holds. For all these rules: Whatever is implied 
by the consequence is implied by the antecedent,Whatever implies the 
antecedent implies the consequent, and so on, are maxims; as such they 
are logical loci which are maximal propositions. 

I say, therefore, that the consequence, ‘Only principle is, therefore 
not only principle is,’ holds in virtue of some logical locus, that is in 
virtue of some logical rule; it holds in virtue of this one: Every pro- 
position containing opposits infers its own opposite; or in virtue of this 
one: Whatever is implied by the consequent is implied by the antecedent. 
Each of these rules is a maxim in logic. Nevertheless the former arises 
from the latter; for, whatever is implied by the consequent is implied 
by the antecedent, therefore every proposition containing opposites 
implies its own proper opposite, as was seen above. 

But perhaps someone will say that Boethius does not lay down such 
a locus among his loci. 

Likewise, every locus which is a maximal proposition is taken from 
some locus which is a difference of maxim; therefore, if there is no locus 
which is a difference of maxim, there will also be no locus which is a 
maximal proposition. 

I reply to the first that although Boethius does not posit such a locus 
among his dialectical loci, Aristotle does posit it among his logical loci. 
For in the first book of Prior Analytics he lays down this rule: Whatever 
is implied by the consequent is implied by the antecedent; from this it 
follows that every proposition containing opposites infers its own contra- 
dictory. 

To the second contention, namely, that every locus which is a maximal 
proposition is taken from some locus which is a difference of maxim, it could 
be said that not every maximal proposition arises from a difference of 
maxim known to us; not every difference of maxim has a name. For 
many maximal propositions are necessary and yet we have no names 
for the corresponding differences of maxims. I say, however, that every 
maximal proposition could have a difference of maxim. Just as there are 
many special rules each of which is a maximal proposition, so special terms 


Burleigh: On Conditional Hypothetical Propositions 45 


non tamen oportet quod omnis consequentia bona tenet per aliquem 
locum dialecticum, nisi extendo dialecticam ad totam logicam. 

Et cum dicitur, quod huiusmodi consequentia non fundatur super ali- 
quem locum dialecticum vel logicum. — Dico quod locus dialecticus vel 
logicus est duplex: quidam est qui est propositio maxima, et quidam est 
differentia maximae. Omnis consequentia bona tenet per aliquem locum 
qui est propositio maxima. Nam fropositio maxima non est nisi regula, 
per quam consequentia tenet. Omnes enim istae regulae: Quidquid sequitur 
ad consequens, sequitur ad antecedens, et: Quidquid antecedit ad ante- 
cedens, antecedit ad consequens, et sic de aliis, sunt maximae et ita sunt 
loci logici, qui sunt propositiones maximae. 

Dico ergo, quod ista consequentia: ‘Tantum principium est, ergo 
non tantum principium est,’ tenet per aliquem locum logicum, scilicet 
per aliquam regulam Logicae, scilicet per istam: ‘Omnis propositio 
includens opposita infert suum oppositum,’ vel per istam: ‘Quidquid 
sequitur ad consequens, sequitur ad antecedens.’ Utraque enim istarum 
regularum est una maxima in Logica. Prima tamen istarum regularum 
oritur ex secunda; quia enim, quidquid sequitur ad consequens, sequitur 
ad antecedens, ideo omnis propositio includens opposita infert suum 
proprium oppositum, ut visum est superius. 

Et si dicatur, quod Boethius non ponit talem locum inter locos suos. 


Similiter, omnis locus qui est propositio maxima, sumitur ab aliquo 
loco, qui est differentia maximae, ergo si non sit aliquis locus, qui est 
differentia maximae, non erit aliquis locus, qui est propositio maxima. 


Dicendum ad primum, quod quamvis Boethius non ponat talem 
locum inter locos suos dialecticos, tamen Aristoteles ponit istum locum 
inter locos suos logicos. Nam primo Priorum® ponit istam regulam: 
Quidquid sequitur ad consequens, sequitur ad antecedens, ex qua 
sequitur, quod omnis propositio includens opposita infert suum contra- 
dictorium. 

Ad secundum, cum dicitur, quod omnis locus, qui est propositio 
maxima, sumitur ab aliquo loco, qui est differentia maximae, posset dict, 
quod non omnis propositio maxima oritur a differentia maximae nobis 
nota, quia non omnis differentia maximae habet nomen. Multae enim 
propositiones makimae sunt necessariae et tamen non habent nomina 
imposita differentiis illarum maximarum. Dico tamen, quod omnis 
propositio maxima potest habere differentiam maximae. Unde sicut 
sunt multae regulae speciales, quarum quaelibet est propositio maxima, 
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could be accepted for differences of maxims. For example, the difference 
of maxim of the rule, Whatever is implied by the consequent is implied 
by the antecedent, could be named ‘sequel to consequent.’ And then, 
if one would argue thus: ‘If a man is running, an animal is running, and 
if an animal is running, a body is running, therefore, from first to the last, 
if a man is running, a body is running;’ and if it were next inquired, 
Whence the locus? one would say that the locus is from the sequel to 
consequent. And if it were inquired about the maxim, one would reply: 
Whatever is implied by the consequent is implied by the antecedent. 
Again, if it were inquired, Whence the locus for the consequence: ‘If 
only principle is, not only principle is?’ one could say that the locus is 
from the inclusion of opposites. And if the maxim were sought, one could 
reply: Every proposition containing opposites implies its own contra- 
dictory. It might also be said that the consequence ‘Only principle is, 
therefore not only principle is’ holds from the sequel to consequent. For 
the proposition, ‘Not only principle is’ is implied by ‘Only principle is,’ 
as was observed above. And then the maxim from which this consequence 
is derived is: Whatever is implied by the consequent is implied by the 
antecedent. 

Moreover it must be understood that sometimes a conditional pro- 
position follows from a categorical proposition, and sometimes a categorical 
proposition follows from a conditional one. Hence one could give here some 
special rules. One: Every categorical proposition in which the subject and 
predicate ave denoted to be completely or convertibly the same, implies a 
conditional proposition in which the plurification of one follows, or is 
denoted to follow from the plurification of the other. For example, it follows: 
‘Man is capable of laughing, and conversely, therefore if there are several 
men there are several things capable of laughing;’ this is a hypothetical 
enthymeme whose antecedent is a categorical proposition and the con- 
sequent a hypothetical conditional. In this manner the Philosopher 
argues in the fourth book of Physics in his treatise on time: ‘If time be the 
movement of the first heaven so that time and the first movement be 
completely the same, then if there are several heavens, there are several 
times.’ It also follows: ‘Time is the same as heaven, therefore if there are 
several heavens, there are several times.’ And if the conditional, which 
is the consequent, be false, the antecedent proposition must also be false. 

Another special rule could be given, namely, that every conditional 
proposition whose antecedent is necessary implies the consequent of that 
conditional. For example: ‘If man is an animal, man is a substance, 
therefore man is a substance.’ This conditional holds in virtue of the rule: 
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ita possunt accipi termini speciales, qui sunt differentiae maximarum. 
Verbi gratia, differentiae maximae istius regulae: ‘Quidquid sequitur 
ad consequens, sequitur ad antecedens,’ potest nominari ‘consecutio ad 
consequens.” Et tunc, si sic arguatur: Si homo currit, animal currit, et si 
animal currit, corpus currit, ergo a primo ad ultimum, si homo currit, 
corpus currit; et quaeratur: Unde locus? Dicendum est, quod est locus 
a consecutione ad consequens. Et si quaeratur maxima, respondendum 
est: Quidquid sequitur ad consequens sequitur ad antecedens. Si quaera- 
tur: Si tantum principium est, non tantum principium est, unde locus? 
Potest dici quod est locus ab inclusione oppositorum. Et si quaeratur 
maxima, respondendum est, quod omnis propositio includens opposita 
infert suum contradictorium. Vel posset dici, quod haec consequentia: 
‘Tantum principium est, ergo non tantum principium est,’ tenet a con- 
secutione consequentis, quia ista: ‘Non tantum principium est,’ sequitur 
ad consequens ad istam: “‘Tantum principium est,’ ut visum est superius. 
Et tunc maxima, super quam decurrit ista consequentia, est ista: Quid- 
quid sequitur ad consequens, sequitur ad antecedens. 


Adhuc sciendum, quod quandoque ex propositione categorica se- 
quitur propositio conditionalis et aliquando ex conditional sequitur 
categorica. Unde possunt hic dari regulae speciales. Una: Quod ex omni 
propositione categorica, in qua denotatur subrectum et praedicatum esse 
omnino vel convertibiliter idem, sequitur conditionalis in qua ad pluri- 
ficationem unius sequitur vel denotatur sequi plurificatio alterius. Verbi 
gratia, sequitur: Homo est risibilis convertibiliter, ergo si plures homines 
sunt, plura risibilia sunt; et est enthymema hypotheticum, cuius ante- 
cedens est propositio categorica et consequens conditionalis hypothetica. 
Et isto modo arguit Philosophus quarto Physicorum tractatu de tempore :1° 
Si tempus sit motus primi caeli, ita quod tempus et primus motus sint 
omnino idem, tunc si plures sunt caeli, plura sunt tempora. Sequitur 
etiam: Tempus est idem quod caelum, ergo si plures sunt caeli, plura 
sunt tempora. Et si conditionalis, quae est consequens, sit falsa, oportet 
quod propositio, quae est antecedens, sit falsa. 


( 

Alia regula specialis potest dari talis, quod ad omnem conditionalem, 
cuius antecedens est necessarium, sequitur consequens illius conditionalis. 
Verbi gratia: Si homo est animal, homo est substantia, ergo homo est 
substantia. Et tenet per hanc regulam: Si conditionalis sit bona et ante- 
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If a conditional is valid and its antecedent is true, it is necessary that the 
consequent be true, because the true implies nothing but the true. 

It must be known further that every conditional proposition implies 
a categorical one in which the consequent is denoted to follow from the ante- 
cedent ; and conversely, every categorical proposition in which one propost- 
tion is denoted to follow from another implies a conditional proposition in 
which a consequential relation holds between those two propositions. The 
following inference, for example, is valid: ‘If a man is running, an animal 
is running, therefore ‘A man is running’ implies ‘An animal is running.’ The 
inference is also valid in the converse direction: “If ‘A man is running’ im- 
plies‘An animal is running,’ thenifa manisrunning, ananimalis running.”’ 
Each of these consequences holds by the rule that every accomplished 
act (actus exercitus ) implies a signified act (actus significatus ) andconversely. 

Furthermore, one must understand that every negative categorical 
proposition whose subject includes the opposite of some predicate implies 
a conditional in which from the affirmation of the subject — of whatever 
the affirmation was made — follows a denial of the predicate to the same 
thing. It validly follows, for example: ‘Nothing resting in relation to the 
resting of the other is moved of itself (a se) primarily; if the heaven is 
resting in relation to the resting of the other, as to the resting ofa part, it 
follows that the heaven is not moved of itself primarily.’ This consequence 
is a compound conditional; its antecedent is a negative categorical propo- 
sition and its consequent isaconditional whose antecedent is an affirmative 
categorical proposition andits consequentanegaive categorical proposition. 
TheCommentator arguesin this manner in theseventh book of Physics.Every 
such consequence holds in virtue ofthe rule that everything whichisincluded 
in something follows from it. Thus ‘Socrates is a man, therefore he is not a 
stone’ is a valid inference, because ‘man’ includes a negation of ‘stone.’ 

And if someone should say that the antecedent in the proposed thesis 
is true and the consequent false because it implies that the heaven is 
resting in relation to the resting of the part, I reply that the consequent 
is true just as the antecedent is; for the consequent is a true conditional, 
although its antecedent is impossible. But a conditional proposition can be 
necessary even tf tts antecedent be impossible. The following conditional is 
necessary: ‘If a donkey flies, the donkey has wings;’ and yet its ante- 
cedent is impossible. Nor does a conditional proposition posit that which 
is implied by the antecedent. 

This rule appears to be same as the rule which says that every negative 
proposition whose subject 1s inconsistent with the predicate implies a con- 
ditional in which it 1s denoted that to affirm the subject of anything implies 
the dental of the predicate of the same thing. 
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cedens sit verum, oportet quod consequens sit verum, quia ex vero non 
sequitur nisi verum. 

Ulterius sciendum, quod ad omnem conditionalem sequitur cate- 
gorica, in qua categorica consequens denotatur sequi ad antecedens ; 
et e converso ad omnem categoricam, in qua denotatur quod una pro- 
positio sequitur ad aliam, sequitur conditionalis, in qua inter istas 
propositiones consequentia exercetur. Verbi gratia, sequitur: Si homo 
currit, animal currit, ergo ad hominem currere sequitur animal currere. 
Sequitur etiam e converso: Si ad hominem currere sequitur animal 
currere, ergo si homo currit, animal currit. Et tenet utraque istarum 
consequentiarum per hoc quod ad omnem actum exercitum sequitur actus 
significatus et e converso. 

Item sciendum, quod ad omnem categoricam negativam, in cuius 
subtecto includitur oppositum praedicati, sequitur conditionalis, in qua 
ad affirmationem subiectt, de quocumque fuerit affirmatum, sequitur 
negatio praedicati de eodem. Verbi gratia, sequitur: Nihil quiescens 
ad quietem alterius movetur a se primo; igitur, si caelum quiescit ad 
quietem alterius, ut ad quietem partis, sequitur quod caelum non movetur 
a se primo. Et haec consequentia est conditionalis composita, cuius 
antecedens est propositio categorica negativa et consequens est con- 
ditionalis, cuius antecedens est categorica affirmativa et consequens 
est categorica negativa. Et illo modo arguit Commentator septimo 
Physicorum.4 Et tenet omnis talis consequentia per hoc, quod omne 
inclusum in aliquo sequitur ad 1psum, sequitur enim: Sortes est homo, 
ergo non est lapis, quia homo includit negationem lapidis. 


Et si dicatur, quod antecedens in proposito est verum et consequens 
falsum, quia implicat caelum quiescere ad quietem partis. — Dicendum, 
quod consequens est verum sicut et antecedens, quia consequens est una 
conditionalis vera, quamvis antecedens illius conditionalis, quae est 
consequens, sit impossibile. Potest enim conditionalis esse necessaria 
antecedente suo existente impossibili. Haec enim conditionalis est 
necessaria: ‘Si asinus volat, asinus habet alas,’ et tamen antecedens 
est impossibile, nec ponit conditionalis illud quod implicatur in ante- 
cedente conditionalis. 

Ista regula videtur esse eadem cum ista regula quae dicit, quod ad 
omnem negativam, cuius subtectum repugnat praedicato, sequitur con- 
ditionalis, in qua denotatur, quod ad affirmationem subiecti de aliquo 
sequitur negatio praedicati de eodem. 


11 In VII Physicorum, t.c. 2, IV, f. 140%. 
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III. HOW TO SOLVE DIFFICULTIES WHICH APPEAR 
TO BE CONTRARY TO THE RULES STATED 
IN FIRST CHAPTER 


But against the rules stated above some doubts may be raised. 

[Contra R. 2.] First, it seems that this rule is not valid: Whatever is 
implied by the consequent is implied by the antecedent. 

(1) First, it is not valid because ‘Socrates is running or not running’ 
is implied by ‘Socrates is not running;’ and yet something is implied by 
‘Socrates is running or not running’ which is not implied by ‘Socrates is 
not running.’ For ‘Socrates is running or not running’ implies ‘A man is 
running,’ while ‘Socrates is not running’ does not imply‘A man is running.’ 
That ‘Socrates is running or not running’ implies ‘A man is running’ is 
evident, for the following inference is valid: “‘ “Socrates is running’ implies 
‘A man is running,’ therefore ‘Socrates is running or not running’ implies 
‘Aman is running.’’’ The antecedent is true, therefore also the consequent. 

(2) Furthermore, ‘Only Socrates is running’ implies ‘Socrates is 
running,’ and yet something is implied by ‘Socrates is running’ which is 
not implied by ‘Only Socrates is running;’ for the proposition “‘‘Socrates 
is running’ implies ‘A man is running’”’ is true, but the following one is 
false: “‘‘Only Socrates is running’ implies ‘A man is running,’”’ because 
‘Plato is running’ implies ‘A man is running’ and consequently some other 
proposition than ‘Socrates is running’ implies ‘A man is running.’ From 
this it follows that it is not the case that ‘Only Socrates is running’ 
implies ‘A man is running.’ 

(3) Furthermore, the proposition, ‘Some proposition is true’ is implied 
by ‘Every proposition is true;’ and yet something is implied by ‘Some 
proposition is true’ which is not implied by ‘Every proposition is true.’ 
For ‘Some proposition is true’ implies ‘‘You are a donkey’ is true,’ 
because ‘Every proposition is true’ implies ‘‘You are a donkey’ is true’ 
and therefore ‘Some proposition is true’ implies ‘‘You are a donkey’ 
is true.’ And yet it is not the case that every proposition implies that 
“You are a donkey’ is true. For if every proposition implied that ‘You 
are a donkey’ is true, ‘God exists’ would imply that ‘You are a donkey’ 
is true. But this is false. 

[Contra R. 2. d. r.] Again, against the other rule which says that what- 
ever follows from the antecedent and its consequent follows from the 
antecedent alone, it can be argued as follows: ‘Brunellus is capable of 
laughing, therefore Brunellus is a man’ is a valid consequence; from both 
of these propositions it formally follows that a man is capable of laughing. 
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CAPITULUM III 


IN QUO SOLVUNTUR DIFFICULTATES QUAE VIDENTUR 
ESSE CONTRA REGULAS IN CAPITULO PRIMO 


Sed contra regulas praedictas videntur esse quaedam dubia. 

[Contra 2 yegulam] Primo videtur, quod ista regula non sit vera: 
Quidquid sequitur ad consequens, sequitur ad antecedens. 

[r¥™ Dubium] Primo, quia Sortem currere vel non currere est con- 
sequens ad Sortem non currere; et tamen aliquod sequitur ad Sortem 
currere vel non currere, quod non sequitur ad Sortem non currere; nam 
ad Sortem currere vel non currere sequitur hominem currere, et tamen 
ad Sortem non currere non sequitur hominem currere. Quod autem ad 
Sortem currere vel non currere sequatur hominem currere, patet, quia 
sequitur: Ad Sortem currere sequitur hominem currere, ergo ad Sortem 
currere vel non currere sequitur hominem currere. Antecedens est verum, 
ergo et consequens. 

[2um Dubium] Item, ad solum Sortem currere sequitur Sortem 
currere, et tamen aliquid sequitur ad Sortem currere, quod non sequitur 
ad solum Sortem currere; quia haec est vera: ‘Ad Sortem currere sequitur 
hominem currere,’ et haec est falsa: ‘Ad solum Sortem currere sequitur 
hominem currere,’ quia ad Platonem currere sequitur hominem currere, 
et per consequens ad aliud quam ad Sortem currere sequitur hominem 
currere; ex quo sequitur, quod non ad solum Sortem currere sequitur 
hominem currere. 

[3¢™ Dubium] Item, haec propositio: ‘Aliqua propositio est vera,’ 
est consequens ad illam: ‘Omnis propositio est vera;’ et tamen aliquid 
sequitur ad aliquam propositionem esse veram, quod non sequitur ad 
omnem propositionem esse veram, quia ad aliquam propositionem esse 
veram sequitur te esse asinum esse verum, quia ad illam: “Omnis pro- 
positio est vera’ sequitur te esse asinum esse verum; ergo ad aliquam 
propositionem esse veram sequitur te esse asinum esse verum. Et tamen 
non ad omnem propositionem esse veram sequitur te esse asinum esse 
verum; quia si ad omnem propositionem esse veram sequeretur te esse 
asinum esse verum, ergo ad istam: ‘Deus est,’ sequeretur te esse asinum 
esse verum, quod falsum est. 

[Contra 1 regulam II%] Item, contra aliam regulam quae dicit, 
quidquid sequitur ex antecedente et consequente sequitur ex antecedente 
per se, potest argui sic: Sequitur: Brunellus est risibilis, ergo Brunellus 
est homo; et ex istis duabus sequitur formaliter, quod homo est risibilis; 
sequitur enim formaliter: Brunellus est risibilis, Brunellus est homo, ergo 
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For it formally follows: ‘Brunellus is capable of laughing, Brunellus is 
a man, therefore a man is capable of laughing.’ And yet the antecedent 
by itself does not formally imply the same consequent, because it does 
not formally follow: ‘Brunellus is capable of laughing, therefore a man 
is capable of laughing;’ for in that case, if the consequent is distributed, 
the antecedent follows and this inference would be valid; ‘Every man is 
capable of laughing, therefore Brunellus is capable of laughing;’ but 
this is false. And even if the inference, ‘Brunellus is capable of laughing, 
therefore a man is capable of laughing,’ were formally valid, the same 
would follow with a negation attached [to both the antecedent and the 
consequent], and this would be a valid inference: ‘Brunellus is not 
capable of laughing, therefore a man is not capable of laughing;’ but 
here the antecedent is true and the consequent false. The rule, therefore, 
that whatever follows from the antecedent and its consequent follows 
from the antecedent alone, appears to be invalid. 

[Contra R. 5.] (1) Furthermore, it is argued against the rule that when- 
ever a consequence holds, the opposite of the consequent implies the 
opposite of the antecedent. For if this were the case, something false 
would be impled by something true. For the following syllogism is 
valid: ‘Every man is an animal, some stone is a man, therefore some stone 
is an animal.’ Now if the opposite of the consequent implied the opposite 
of the antecedent, it would follow: ‘No stone is an animal, therefore 
some man is not an animal and no stone is a man;’ yet here the antecedent 
is true, but the consequent is false. 

(2) Again, this inference is valid: ‘If some proposition is true, its 

contradictory is false,’ and yet the opposite of the consequent does not 
imply the opposite of the antecedent. For this sequence is unintelligible: 
‘If no contradictory is false, no proposition is true.’ Therefore it is not 
universally true that if a consequence is valid, the opposite of the con- 
sequent imphes the opposite of the antecedent. 
[Contra R. 3.] Furthermore, it appears that the following rule is invalid: 
Whatever is repugnant to the consequent is repugnant to the antecedent. 
For ‘animal’ is consequent upon ‘man,’ and yet something is repugnant 
to ‘animal’ which is not repugnant to ‘man’: it is repugnant to ‘animal’ 
that it be the lowest species, while to ‘man’ it is not repugnant that it be 
the lowest species. 

To these remarks we must reply briefly that the stated rules are necessary. 
[Ad 1. contra R. 2.] To the first I reply that the disjunctive proposition, 
‘Socrates is running or not running,’ is implied by the proposition, 
‘Socrates is not running.’ And I hold that the disjunctive proposition 
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homo est risibilis. Et tamen ex antecedente per se non sequitur idem 
consequens formaliter, quia non sequitur formaliter: Brunellus est 
risibilis, ergo homo est risibilis, quia tunc distributo consequente sequitur 
antecedens; et tunc sequitur: Omnis homo est risibilis, ergo Brunellus 
est risibilis, quod est falsum. Et etiam si sequeretur formaliter: Brunellus 
est risibilis, ergo homo est risibilis, sequeretur eodem ordine postposita 
negatione. Et tunc sequeretur: Brunellus non est risibilis, ergo homo non 
est risibilis, ubi tamen antecedens est verum et consequens falsum. Ista 
ergo regula videtur esse falsa: Quidquid sequitur ex antecedente et 
consequente, sequitur ex antecedente per se. 


[Contra Va" Regulam] Item arguitur contra istam regulam: Quando- 
cumque aliqua consequentia est bona, ex opposito consequentis sequitur 
oppositum antecedentis. Quia tunc ex vero sequeretur falsum. Nam iste 
syllogismus est bonus: ‘Omnis homo est animal, quidam lapis est homo, 
ergo quidam lapis est animal.’ Et si ex opposito consequentis sequeretur 
oppositum antecedentis, tunc sequeretur: Nullus lapis est animal, ergo 
quidam homo non est animal et nullus lapis est homo, ubi tamen ante- 
cedens est verum et consequens falsum. 


Item, haec consequentia est bona: ‘Sz aliqua propositio est vera, sua 
contradictoria est falsa,’ et tamen ex opposito consequentis non sequitur 
oppositum antecedentis. Nam haec non est intelligibilis: ‘Si nulla contra- 
dictoria est falsa, nulla propositio est vera;’ ergo non est verum uni- 
versaliter, quod si consequentia sit bona, quod ex opposito consequentis 
inferatur oppositum antecedentis. 

[Contra IITI¢m Regulam] Item videtur, quod haec regula sit falsa: 
Quidquid repugnat consequenti, repugnat antecedenti. Quia animal est 
consequens ad hominem, et tamen aliquid repugnat animali, quod non 
repugnat homini; nam animali repugnat, quod sit species specialissima, 
et homini non repugnat, quod sit species specialissima. 

Ad ista respondendum est breviter, quod dictae regulae necessariae 
sunt. 

[Ad r¥™ dubium contra [I] Ad primum in contrarium dico, quod 
ista disiunctiva: ‘Sortes currit vel non currit,’ est consequens ad illam: 
‘Sortes non currit.’ Et dico, quod ad istam disiunctivam: ‘Sortes currit 
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‘Socrates is running or not running’ does not imply the proposition 
‘A man is running.’ When it is said, therefore, that ‘Socrates is running 
or not running’ is implied by ‘Socrates is not running,’ I reply that this 
(disjunctive) proposition is to be analyzed according to composition 
and division. In the composite sense it is true; its sense is that the pro- 
position, ‘Socrates is running or not running’ is implied by ‘Socrates is 
not running.’ And in that sense the proposition that ‘Socrates is running 
or not running’ implies ‘A man is running’ is false. Nor is it legitimate to 
argue: ‘‘Socrates is running’ implies ‘A man is running,’ therefore, 
‘Socrates is running or not running’ implies ‘A man is running,’’ taking 
the consequent in the composite sense; for one would argue according 
to the invalid rule that whatever is implied by the antecedent is implied 
by the consequent. Also, the consequent is not a disjunctive proposition 
in the composite sense; it is a proposition with a disjunctive subject. 
But if the proposition that ‘Socrates is running or not running’ is 
implied by ‘Socrates is not running’ is taken in the divisive sense, it is 
also true, because it is then denoted that either “Socrates is running’ 
is implied by ‘Socrates is not running’ or ‘Socrates is not running’ is 
implied by ‘Socrates is not running.’ It would then be equivalent to 
‘Either of these is implied by ‘Socrates is not running.’’ 

And when it is said that in the divisive sense this proposition is like- 
wise true: ‘‘Socrates is running or not running’ implies ‘A man is 
running,’’ I agree that it is equivalent to ‘‘Either of these implies ‘A man 
is running.’’ But from this it does not follow that something is implied 
by the consequent which is not implied by the antecedent; for each 
premiss is a particular proposition or one which is equivalent to a parti- 
cular proposition, and from particular premisses nothing follows. Hence, 
pointing to the contradictory propositions ‘Socrates is running’ and 
‘Socrates is not running,’ we cannot legitimately argue thus: Either of 
these is implied by ‘Socrates is not running’ but from neither of them 
follows that a man is running; therefore something follows from the 
consequent which does not follow from the antecedent. Such a conclusion 
is unwarranted because both premisses are particular, and nothing 
follows from particular premisses. 

[Ad 2. contra R. 2.] To the second objection it must be replied that 
whatever is implied by ‘Socrates is running’ is implied by ‘Only Socrates 
is running.’ And when it is said that this proposition is true: ‘‘Socrates 
is running’ implies ‘A man is running,’’ and that the following one is 
false: “‘Only Socrates is running’ implies ‘A man is running’’ — I say 
that the sentence “Only Socrates is running’ implies ‘A man is running” 


Burleigh: On Conditional Hypothetical Propositions 55 


vel non currit,’ non sequitur ista propositio: ‘Homo currit.’ Quando ergo 
dicitur, quod Sortem currere vel non currere est consequens ad Sortem 
non currere, dico quod haec est distinguenda secundum compositionem 
et divisionem. In sensu compositionis est vera et denotatur quod ista 
propositio: “Sortes currit vel non currit,’ sequitur ad istam: ‘Sortes 
non currit.’ Et in eodem sensu est haec falsa: ‘Ad Sortem currere vel non 
currere sequitur hominem currere.’ Nec valet: Ad Sortem currere sequitur 
hominem currere, ergo ad Sortem currere vel non currere sequitur homi- 
nem currere, accipiendo consequens in sensu compositionis, quia arguitur 
per hanc regulam: Quod sequitur ad antecedens, sequitur ad consequens. 
Nec est consequens disiunctiva in sensu compositionis, sed est de dis- 
iuncto subiecto. Si vero ista: ‘Sortem currere vel non currere est con- 
sequens ad Sortem non currere,’ accipiatur in sensu divisionis, sic etiam 
est vera, quia denotatur, quod ‘Sortem currere’ est consequens ad Sortem 
non currere vel quod Sortem non currere est consequens ad Sortem 
non currere. Et tunc valet istam: ‘Alterum istorum est consequens ad 
Sortem non currere.’ 


Et quando dicitur, quod haec est vera similiter in sensu divisionis: 
‘Ad Sortem currere vel non currere sequitur hominem currere,’ concedo, 
quod valet istam: ‘Ad alterum istorum sequitur hominem currere.’ 
Sed ex istis non sequitur, quod aliquid sequitur ad consequens, quod non 
sequitur ad antecedens, quia utraque praemissa est particularis vel 
aequivalens particulari. Et ex particularibus nihil sequitur. Unde non 
sequitur, demonstratis istis contradictoriis: ‘Sortes currit,’ ‘Sortes non 
currit:’ Alterum istorum est consequens ad Sortem non currere, et ad 
alterum istorum non sequitur hominem currere; ergo aliquid sequitur 
ad consequens, quod non sequitur ad antecedens, quia utraque prae- 
missarum est particularis, et ex particularibus nihil sequitur. 


[Ad 2um dubjum contra [Im] Ad secundum dicendum, quod quid- 
quid sequitur ad\‘istam: ‘Sortes currit,’ sequitur ad istam: ‘Solus Sortes 
currit.’ Et quando dicitur, quod haec est vera: ‘Ad Sortem currere 
sequitur hominem currere,’ et haec est falsa: ‘Ad solum Sortem currere 
sequitur hominem currere.’ — Dico, quod haec oratio ‘ad solum Sortem 
currere sequitur hominem currere’ est distinguenda secundum com- 
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must be analyzed according to composition and division. In the com- 
posite sense it is true; it denotes that ‘Only Socrates is running’ implies 
‘A man is running,’ and this is true. Nor does the exclusive proposition 
have a composite sense unless this whole sentence, ‘Only Socrates is 
running,’ is the subject. For this reason it is not permissible to argue: 
“Only Socrates is running’ implies ‘Socrates is running’ therefore ‘No 
other (man) is running’ implies ‘A man is running,’’ if we take the 
antecedent in the composite sense. In the divided sense, however, the 
proposition ‘Only ‘Socrates is running’ implies ‘A man is running,’ 
is false because its sense is that only this proposition :‘Socrates is running,’ 
implies ‘A man is running;’ and this is false. The following proposition 
is likewise false in the divided sense: ‘Only ‘Socrates is running’ implies 
‘Socrates is running;’ for its meaning is that only the proposition 
‘Socrates is running’ implies ‘Socrates is running.’ This is of course false, 
for ‘Every man is running’ also implies ‘Socrates is running.’ Therefore 
not only ‘Socrates is running’ etc. 
[Ad 3. contra R. 2] To the third objection I say that whatever is implied 
by ‘Some proposition is true’ is implied by ‘Every proposition is true.’ 
And when it is said that from ‘Some proposition is true’ follows that 
“You are a donkey’ is true, I reply that this proposition has several senses 
according to composition and division. In the composite sense it is false 
because it denotes that ‘Some proposition is true’ implies that “You 
are a donkey’ is true; and this is false. In the divided sense it is true 
because it denotes that there is some proposition whose truth implies 
the truth of the proposition “You are a donkey.’ This proposition, like- 
wise, must be analyzed according to composition and division: ““Every 
proposition is true’ implies that ‘You are a donkey’ is true.’’ In the 
composite sense it is true, because it denotes that the proposition ‘Every 
proposition is true’ implies that ‘You are a donkey’ is true; and this is 
true. And in this (composite) sense the following inference is invalid: 
‘Every proposition is true’ implies that ‘You are a donkey’ is true; there- 
fore ‘‘God exists’ is true’’ implies that “You are a donkey’ is true.”’ For 
it involves the fallacy of consequent, since it is argued according to the 
invalid rule that whatever is implied by the antecedent is implied by the 
consequent. In the divided sense the proposition, that ‘Every proposition 
is true’ implies ‘‘You are a donkey’ is true,”’ is false; for in the divided 
sense it is an indirect (de obliqguo) universal proposition, and many 
singular propositions are false. 

Hence it must be kept in mind that whenever a sign is placed before 
the principal connective, such expression is to be analyzed according to 
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positionem et divisionem. In sensu compositionis est vera et denotatur, 
quod ad istam: ‘Solus Sortes currit,’ sequitur ista: ‘Homo currit,’ et hoc 
est verum, nec est exclusiva in sensu compositionis, immo totum illud 
est subiectum: ‘Solum Sortem currere.’ Et ideo non sequitur: Ad solum 
Sortem currere sequitur Sortem currere, ergo ad nullum alium currere 
sequitur hominem currere, accipiendo antecedens in sensu compositionis. 
In sensu vero divisionis est haec falsa: ‘Ad solum Sortem currere sequitur 
hominem currere,’ quia denotatur, quod solum ad istam: ‘Sortes currit,’ 
sequitur ista: ‘Homo currit,’ et hoc est falsum. Et haec similiter est falsa 
in sensu divisionis: ‘Ad solum Sortem currere sequitur Sortem currere,’ 
quia denotatur, quod solum ad istam: ‘Sortes currit,’ sequitur ista: 
‘Sortes currit,’ quod est falsum, quia ad istam: ‘Omnis homo currit,’ 
sequitur ista: ‘Sortes currit.’ Non ergo solum ad istam: ‘Sortes currit’ etc. 


[Ad 3¥™ dubium contra II¢m] Ad tertium dico, quod quidquid 
sequitur ad istam: ‘Aliqua propositio est vera,’ sequitur ad istam: 
‘Omnis propositio est vera.’ Et quando dicitur, quod ad aliquam pro- 
positionem esse veram sequitur te esse asinum esse verum, dico quod 
haec est multiplex secundum compositionem et divisionem. In sensu 
compositionis est falsa, quia denotatur, quod ad istam: ‘Aliqua pro- 
positio est vera,’ sequitur te esse asinum esse verum; et hoc est falsum. 
In sensu divisionis est vera, quia denotatur, quod aliqua est propositio 
ad quam esse veram sequitur te esse asinum esse verum. Eodem modo 
est haec distinguenda secundum compositionem et divisionem: ‘Ad 
omnem propositionem esse veram sequitur te esse asinum esse verum.’ 
In sensu compositionis vera est, quia denotatur, quod ad istam pro- 
positionem: ‘Omnis propositio est vera,’ sequitur ista: ‘Te esse asinum 
est verum,’ et hoc est verum. Nec sequitur in hoc sensu: Ad omnem 
propositionem esse veram sequitur te esse aSinum esse verum, ergo ad 
Deum esse esse verum sequitur te esse asinum esse verum; sed est fallacia 
consequentis, quia arguitur per hanc falsam regulam: Quidquid sequitur 
ad antecedens, sequitur ad consequens. In sensu divisionis est haec 
falsa: ‘Ad omnem propositionem esse veram sequitur te esse asinum 
esse verum,’ quia‘in sensu divisionis est universalis de obliquo, et multae 
singulares suae sunt falsae. 


Unde sciendum, quod quandocumque aliquod dictum ponitur ante 
compositionem principalem, talis oratio est distinguenda secundum 
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composition and division. In the composite sense, the whole dictum is the 
subject, and the proposition as a whole is singular. In this case it is not 
permissible to make a descent under the subject of the dictum, even if 
it be distributed by a sign of universality. For this reason it does not 
follow: ‘That every mule is sterile is known by me; therefore that 
this mule is sterile is known by me;’ for the antecedent is true, in the 
composite sense, and the consequent is false. 

But perhaps someone will say that one may make a descent from a 
distributed subject. I reply that this is true provided that a distribution 
makes the proposition universal. But this is not so in the case of our 
example, because every such expression in the composite sense is singular. 
But in the divided sense such an expression is of the same quantity as the 
proposition of which it is the dictum. In this latter sense the same thing 
is subject of the whole proposition as of the dictum. Hence every such 
proposition in the divided sense is indirect (de obliquo). Thus, ‘Every 
proposition is true’ implies that ‘‘You are a donkey’ is true,’’ is a universal 
proposition in the divided sense. But the proposition ‘That some pro- 
position is true’ etc., is particular. Every such proposition is indirect 
and in any of them the subject is what I call proposition. 

[Ad obj. contra R. 2. d.1.] To the other objection which purports to 
prove that this rule does not hold: Whatever is implied by the antecedent 
and its consequent, etc., on the ground that it would then formally 
follow: ‘Brunellus is capable of laughing, therefore man is capable of 
laughing’ — I reply that this consequence is formally valid by reason 
of three, and not only two, terms. Hence, when the predicate is changed 
the consequence does not hold. For it does not follow: ‘Brunellus is 
running, therefore a man is running;’ nor does it follow: ‘Brunellus is 
capable of laughing, therefore a man is capable of laughing.’ For this 
reason the consequence, ‘“Brunellus is capable of laughing, therefore a 
man is capable of laughing,’ does not hold in virtue of some relationship 
between ‘Brunellus’ and ‘man,’ but in virtue of three terms, namely, 
‘Brunellus,’ ‘man,’ and ‘capable of laughing,’ ordered in this manner in 
propositions. Hence it must be known that some consequences hold by 
veason of the whole complexion; such are conversions of syllogism and the 
like. Others hold by reason of incomplex elements ; and of such consequences 
some hold by reason of two terms only, as ‘A man is running, therefore 
an animal is running;’ other hold by reason of three terms, as ‘Brunellus 
is capable of laughing, therefore a man is capable of laughing;’ still others 
hold in virtue of four terms, as ‘A man runs, therefore an animal moves.’ 
I say therefore that the consequence ‘Brunellus is capable of laughing, 
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compositionem et divisionem. In sensu compositionis totum dictum est 
subiectum et tota propositio est singularis; et tunc non oportet, quod 
fiat descensus sub subiecto dicti, quamvis ipsum distribuatur per signum 
universale. Et propter hoc non sequitur: Omnem mulam esse sterilem 
scitur a me, ergo hanc mulam esse sterilem scitur a me; quia antecedens 
est verum in sensu compositionis et consequens falsum. 


Et si dicatur, quod sub termino distributo contingit descendere. — 
Dico, quod verum est, quando terminus distributus est extremum et non 
est pars extremi, et etiam quando signum distribuens facit quod pro- 
positio est universalis. Sed sic non est in proposito, quoniam omnis talis 
oratio in sensu compositionis est singularis. In sensu vero divisionis est 
talis oratio eiusdem quantitatis, cuius est propositio cuius est dictum. 
Et in isto sensu idem est subiectum totius propositionis et subiectum 
dicti. Unde quaelibet talis propositio in sensu divisionis est de obliquo. 
Unde ista: ‘Ad omnem propositionem esse veram sequitur te esse asinum 
esse verum,’ in sensu divisionis est universalis. Et ista: ‘Ad aliquam 
propositionem esse veram’ etc. est particularis. Et utraque est in obliquo 
et subiicitur in utraque hoc quod dico ‘propositionem.’ 

[Ad dubium contra 14 [I] Ad aliud, quando probatur, quod ista 
regula non valet: Quidquid sequitur ex antecedente et consequente etc., 
quia tunc sequeretur formaliter: Brunellus est risibilis, ergo homo est 
risibilis. — Dico, quod haec consequentia est formalis ratione trium 
terminorum et non ratione duorum terminorum tantum. Unde mutato 
praedicato non tenet consequentia. Non enim sequitur: Brunellus currit, 
ergo homo currit; nec sequitur: Brunellus est risibilis, ergo homo est 
risibilis. Et ideo haec consequentia: ‘Brunellus est risibilis, ergo homo 
est risibilis,’ non tenet propter aliquam habitudinem inter Brunellum 
et hominem, sed propter habitudinem inter istos tres terminos, scilicet 
‘Brunellum,’ ‘hominem’ et ‘risibile’ sic in propositionibus ordinatos. 
Unde sciendum, quod quaedam consequentiae tenent ratione totius 
complexionis, ut conversiones syllogismi et huiusmodi, et quaedam 
tenent ratione incomplexorum,; et talium consequentiarum quaedam 
tenent ratione duorum terminorum tantum, ut haec: ‘Homo currit, ergo 
animal currit,’ et quaedam ratione trium terminorum, ut ‘Brunellus 
est risibilis, ergd homo est risibilis;’ et quaedam ratione quatuor termi- 
norum, ut haec: ‘Homo currit, ergo animal movetur.’ Dico ergo, quod 
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therefore a man is capable of laughing’ is valid and holds in virtue of 
three terms, as was pointed out above. 

Again, with regard to the contention that from a distributed conse- 
quent follows the antecedent, undistributed or distributed, I remark that 
this rule is not universal. For where a consequence holds by reason of the 
total complexion or by reason of more terms than two, this rule does not 
have a locus. Although the inference ‘An animal is a man, therefore a man 
is an animal,’ is valid, a distributed antecedent nevertheless does not fol- 
low from the distribution of the consequent. For the inference, ‘Every man 
is an animal, therefore every animal is a man’ is illegitimate, and it is such 
because the first consequence was valid by reason of total complexion. Nor 
is it always necessary that from a distributed consequent the undistributed 
antecedent should follow. Although the inference ‘A man is running, 
therefore an animal is running,’ is valid, this one is not: ‘Every animal is 
running, therefore a man is running.’ I say therefore that the rule, 
When an antecedent implies a consequent, the distributed consequent implies 
the antecedent, distributed or undistributed, is to be understood to apply to 
cases where a consequence holds in virtue of two terms only and when 
the distribution sign is added in the consequent to that term by reason 
of which the consequent is inferred from the antecedent. And if in the 
antecedent the term by reason of which the consequent is inferred is 
capable of distribution, the distributed antecedent follows from the 
distributed consequent. If however, the term in the antecedent by reason 
of which the consequent is inferred is not capable of distribution, then 
only the undistributed antecedent follows from the distributed conse- 
quent. It follows, for instance: ‘Socrates is running, therefore a man is 
running;’ since the term ‘Socrates’ is not capable of distribution, it 
follows: ‘Every man is running, therefore Socrates is running.’ 

I also said that the distribution sign must be added to that term in the 
consequent by reason of which the consequent follows from the ante- 
cedent. For if it should be added to some other term, it would not be 
necessary that from the distribution of the predicate, etc., as is evident. 
This inference is valid: ‘A man is a donkey, therefore a man is an animal;’ 
yet this one is not: ‘Every man is an animal, therefore a man is a donkey,’ 
because the distribution sign is not added in the consequent to that 
term by reason of which the consequent follows from the antecedent. 
But if it were added to that term, the inference would readily hold. 
For it follows: ‘A man is every animal, therefore a man is a donkey.’ 

I say therefore that although ‘Brunellus is capable of laughing, there- 
fore a man is capable of laughing’ is true, from the distribution of the 


Burleigh: On Conditional Hypothetical Propositions 61 


haec consequentia: “Brunellus est risibilis, ergo homo est risibilis,’ est 
bona et tenet ratione trium terminorum, ut dictum est. 

Et quando dicitur, quod tunc distributo consequente sequitur ante- 
cedens vel sequitur antecedens distributum. — Dico, quod haec regula 
non est generalis, quia ubi consequentia tenet ratione totius complexionis 
vel ratione plurium terminorum quam duorum, non habet ista regula 
locum. Quamvis enim sequatur: Animal est homo, ergo homo est animal; 
tamen ad distributionem consequentis non sequitur antecedens distri- 
butum. Non enim sequitur: Omnis homo est animal, ergo omne animal 
est homo, et hoc, quia prima consequentia tenuit ratione totius com- 
plexionis. Nec oportet universaliter, quod distributo consequente sequitur 
antecedens sine distributione. Quamvis enim sequatur: Homo currit, ergo 
animal currit, non tamen sequitur: Omne animal currit, ergo homo currit. 
Dico ergo, quod haec regula: Quando ad antecedens sequitur consequens, 
distributo consequente sequitur antecedens distributum vel etiam sine 
distributione, est intelligenda, quando consequentia tenet ratione duorum 
terminorum tantum et signum distributivum additur in consequente illi 
termino, ratione cuius consequens infertur ex antecedente. Et si terminus 
in antecedente, ratione cuius infertur consequens, sit distribuibile, tunc 
ad consequens distributum sequitur antecedens distributum. Si vero 
terminus in antecedente, ratione cuius infertur consequens, non sit 
distribuibile, tunc ad consequens distributum sequitur antecedens sine 
distributione; quia sequitur: Sortes currit, ergo homo currit; et iste 
terminus ‘Sortes’ non est distribuibilis, ideo sequitur: Omnis homo currit, 
ergo Sortes currit. 


Et dixi, quod signum distributivum debet addi termino in consequente, 
ratione cuius consequens sequitur ad antecedens. Nam si addatur alteri, 
non oportet, quod distributo consequente etc., ut patet. Nam sequitur: 
Homo est asinus, ergo homo est animal; et tamen non sequitur: Omnis 
homo est animal, ergo homo est asinus, et hoc, quia signum distributi- 
vum non additur termino in consequente ili termino, ratione cuius 
consequens sequitur ex antecedente, et si addatur ili termino, bene 
sequitur. Unde bene sequitur: Homo est omne animal, ergo homo est 


asinus. 


Dico ergo, quod quamvis: Brunellus est risibilis, ergo homo est 
risibilis, tamen distributo consequente non sequitur antecedens; et hoc, 
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consequent the antecedent nevertheless does not follow, because the 
first consequence does not hold in virtue of two terms only. Hence the 
consequent does not follow from the antecedent by reason of the subject 
term of the consequent, since ‘man’ is not contained in ‘Brunellus.’ 
This is manifest, because when the predicate is changed, the inference 
does not hold, as was pointed out. 


And when it is said further that if “Brunellus is capable of laughing, 
therefore man is capable of laughing’ were valid, the consequence would 
hold if a negation sign were added to the component propositions — 
I say that this is true when a consequence holds in virtue of two terms 
only. But when it holds in virtue of three terms, it need not hold. Hence 
there is a valid consequence from a per se inferior to a per se superior with 
a negation sign added. 


But it will perhaps be said that the consequence which holds in virtue 
of three terms is not formal; that if the consequence, ‘Brunellus is 
capable of laughing, therefore a man is capable of laughing,’ holds in 
virtue of three terms, it holds only materially and not formally. — 
It must be remarked that formal consequence 1s of two kinds: there 1s one 
kind which holds by reason of the form of total complexion; such are con- 
version, syllogism and other consequences which hold by reason of total 
complexion. There 1s another kind of formal consequence which holds in 
virtue of the form of incomplex elements ; in this manner a consequence from 
an inferior to the corresponding superior affirmatively is formal, and yet 
it holds in virtue of terms. Hence a consequence can hold in virtue of terms 
in two ways, either because it holds in virtue of terms materially or 
because it holds in virtue of terms formally, that is by formal reason of 
terms. I say then that a consequence can be formal by reason of terms, 
and that it is such if it holds per se by reason of terms. But if it holds 
per accidens by reason of terms, then it is not formal. 


[Ad 1. contra R. 5.] To the other argument which purports to prove that 
it is not necessary that in every valid consequence the opposite of the 
consequent imply the opposite of the antecedent, I say that in every 
non-syllogistic valid consequence it is necessary that the opposite of the 
consequent imply the opposite of the antecedent. But in a syllogistic 
consequence this is not so, because a syllogistic antecedent does not have a 
unique opposite. Therefore, in a syllogistic consequence the opposite of the 
consequent does not imply the opposite of the antecedent. But the oppo- 
site of the consequent together with either component of the antecedent 
implies the opposite of the other component. Hence if a syllogism is valid 
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quia prima consequentia non tenet ratione duorum terminorum tantum; 
unde consequens non sequitur ad antecedens ratione subiecti in conse- 
quente, quia homo non includitur in Brunello. Quod patet, quia mutato 
praedicato non sequitur, ut dictum est. 


Et quando dicitur ulterius, quod si sequeretur: Brunellus est risibilis, 
ergo homo est risibilis, tunc postposita negatione esset consequentia 
bona. — Dico, quod illud est verum, quando consequentia tenet ratione 
duorum terminorum tantum. Sed quando tenet ratione trium termino- 
rum, non oportet. Unde a fer se inferiori ad per se superius postposita 
negatione est consequentia bona. 


Sed forte diceretur, quod ista consequentia non est formalis, quae 
tenet ratione trium terminorum, ergo si haec consequentia: ‘Brunellus 
est risibilis, ergo homo est risibilis,’ teneat ratione trium terminorum, 
tunc non tenet nisi gratia materiae et non erit formalis. — Dicendum, 
quod consequentia formalis est duplex: quaedam, quae tenet ratione 
formae totius complexionis, et huiusmodi consequentia est conversio, 
syllogismus et sic de aliis consequentiis, quae tenent ratione totius 
complexioms. Et quaedam est consequentia formalis tenens ratione 
formae incomplexorum, sicut consequentia ab inferiort ad superius 
affirmando est formalis, et tamen tenet ratione terminorum. Unde ali- 
quam consequentiam tenere ratione terminorum potest esse dupliciter, 
vel quia tenet materialiter ratione terminorum, vel quia tenet formaliter 
ratione terminorum, hoc est ex ratione formali terminorum. Dico tunc, 
quod consequentia potest esse formalis ratione terminorum, et hoc si per 
se teneat ratione terminorum. Si vero teneat ratione terminorum per 
accidens, tunc non est formalis. 

[Ad dubia contra Va] Ad aliam rationem, quando probatur, quod 
non oportet in omni consequentia bona, quod ex opposito consequentis 
sequitur oppositum antecedentis. — Dico, quod in omni consequentia 
bona non syllogistica requiritur, quod ex opposito consequentis inferatur 
oppositum antecedentis. Sed in consequentia syllogistica non oportet, 
quia antecedens syllogisticum non habet unum oppositum. Et ideo in con- 
sequentia syllogistica ex opposito consequentis non sequitur oppositum 
antecedentis. Sed ex opposito consequentis cum utraque parte anteceden- 
tis sequitur oppositum alterius partis. Unde si syllogismus sit bonus, 
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it is necessary that the opposite of the conclusion together with the 
major premiss imply the opposite of the minor premiss; and also that 
the opposite of the conclusion together with the minor premiss imply 
the opposite of the major premiss. And if it does not, the syllogism is 
invalid. 

[Ad 2. contra R.5.] To the remark that in a consequence in which a 
relative term is placed in the consequent it (relative term) cannot be 
understood without its antecedent, I say that from the opposite of a 
consequent one ought to infer the opposite of the antecedent by placing 
the opposite of the antecedent to the opposite of the consequent in this 
way: ‘If some proposition is true, its contradictory is false, therefore no 
proposition is true, if its contradictory is not false.’ 


[Ad obj. contra R. 3.] To the other argument which claims that some- 
thing is repugnant to the consequent which is not repugnant to the ante- 
cedent, I say that this is not true. When it is said that it is repugnant 
to ‘animal’ to be the lowest species, and that this is not repugnant to 
‘man’, I reply that that same thing which is repugnant to ‘animal’ 
is repugnant to ‘man.’ Hence, just as it is repugnant to ‘animal’ that it 
be the lowest species, so it is repugnant to ‘man’ that ‘animal’ be the 
lowest species. But that ‘man’ be the lowest species is not repugnant 


either to ‘man’ or to ‘animal.’ 


[Comments on R. d. 2.] Concerning one other rule laid down in the first 
chapter of this treatise which states that whatever is implied by the 
consequent with something added is implied by the antecedent with the 
same thing added, it must be understood that what is to be added to the 
consequent is a proposition. Hence, if the antecedent implies a consequent 
and some proposition is added to the consequent (so that from that 
proposition and the consequent a conjunctive proposition results and 
from the antecedent and that same proposition another conjunctive 
proposition results), then just as the antecedent implies the consequent, 
so the conjunction composed of the antecedent and any other proposition 
implies a conjunction composed of the consequent and that same pro- 
position. 

We must also understand correctly the common contention that when 
a consequent follows from an antecedent, if the same thing is added to 
both parts the inference still holds. I say, nevertheless, that this is not 
true. For it follows: ‘I am in mud with one hundred florentines, therefore 
I am in mud;’ but when the same is added to both parts, the inference 
does not hold. For it does not follow: ‘I wish to be in mud with one 
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oportet quod ex opposito conclusionis cum maiori inferatur oppositum 
minoris; et etiam quod ex opposito conclusionis cum minori inferatur 
oppositum maioris. Et si non, syllogismus non valet. 


Ad aliud, quod in consequentia, in qua ponitur relativum in con- 
sequente, quod non potest intelligi sine suo antecedente. — [Dico, quod] 
eX opposito consequentis debet inferri oppositum antecedentis prae- 
ponendo oppositum antecedentis opposito consequentis sic: Si aliqua 
propositio est vera, sua contradictoria est falsa, ergo nulla propositio est 
vera, Si nulla sua contradictoria sit falsa. 


[Ad dubtum contra III] Ad aliam rationem, quando dicitur, quod 
aliquid repugnat consequenti, quod non repugnat antecedenti. — Dico, 
quod illud non est verum. Et quando dicitur, quod animali repugnat, 
quod sit species specialissima, et illud non repugnat homini, dico, quod 
ilud idem, quod repugnat animali, repugnat homini. Unde sicut repugnat 
animali, quod sit species specialissima, ita repugnat homini, quod animal 
sit species specialissima. Sed quod homo sit species specialissima, nec 
repugnat homini nec animali. 


[Circa 20m J J2e] Circa unam aliam regulam positam in primo capitulo 
huius tractatus, quae ponit, quod quidquid sequitur ad consequens cum 
aliquo addito, sequitur ad antecedens cum eodem addito, est intelligen- 
dum, quod haec regula est intelligenda de propositione addita conse- 
quenti et antecedenti. Unde, si ad antecedens sequitur consequens et 
aliqua propositio addatur consequenti, ex qua propositione et consequenti 
fiat una copulativa, et ex antecedente et eadem propositione fiat alia 
copulativa, tunc sicut antecedens infert consequens, ita copulativa 
facta ex antecedente et quacumque alia propositione infert copulativam 
factam ex consequente et illa eadem propositione. 


Intelligendum est etiam, quod communiter dicitur, quod quando 
ad antecedens,sequitur consequens, eodem addito utrobique adhuc 
sequitur. Ego amen dico, quod illud non est verum; quia sequitur. 
Ego sum in luto cum centum florenis, ergo ego sum in luto, et cum eodem 
addito utrobique non tenet; non enim sequitur: Ego vellem esse in luto 
cum. centum libris, ergo ego vellem esse in luto. Similiter, ad primum 
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hundred pounds, therefore I wish to be in mud.’ Likewise, from the first 
principle in some science follows all the conclusions, and from one con- 
clusion follows another; but when the same thing is added to both 
components, these inferences do not hold. For it does not follow: ‘I know 
the first principle, therefore I know all the conclusions following from 
this principle.’ Nor is this inference valid: ‘I know some conclusion, 
therefore I know all the conclusions following from it.’ 
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principium in aliqua scientia sequuntur omnes conclusiones, et ad unam 
conclusionem sequitur alia; et cum eodem addito utrobique non sequitur ; 
non enim sequitur: Ego scio primum principium, ergo scio omnes con- 
clusiones sequentes ad illud principium. Nec sequitur: Ego scio aliquam 
conclusionem, ergo ego scio conclusiones sequentes ex illa. 


IvAN Bou 
State University of Iowa, 


Iowa City, Iowa 


PETRUS SUTION(?), O;b ok OUODLIBETA 


INTRODUCTION 


The task of writing this introduction has been vastly facilitated by 
the groundwork laid by V. Doucet! and P. Glorieux.? For the technical 
and historical data concerning the author and the writings of Peter, 
we can do no better than to refer the reader to the findings of these two 
medievalists. 


The codex 

The present edition has been made from the only manuscript of the 
work known to exist. Codex Edilia 164 from Florence’s Laurenziana 
library, has already been described by V. Doucet and hence we will not 
repeat the details here.* 

There are several interesting facts, however, which are worth noting. 
The index of this manuscript enumerates all the questions originally 
contained in the codex and alerts us to the fact that some sixteen ques- 
tions of Quodlibet I are missing. These were questions 28 to 43, and their 
loss constitutes another regrettable tragedy for medieval historians. 
The 2nd Quodlibet is likewise incomplete in that it contains only nine 
questions. This incompleteness, however, seems to date from the very 
origin of the codex and we only guess at why it was never completed. 

The manuscript dates from the early 14th century. The section which 
has been the subject of the present edition is clearly written and contains 
surprisingly few errors. Marginal notes are rare and limited for the most 
part to giving an outline of the questions. 


The author 
The most distressing part of the manuscript is that there is no 
unambiguous identification of its author. All we have to go on, is the 


1 Matthaeus ab Aquasparta, Quaestiones disputatae de gratia, ed. V. 
Doucet, O.F'.M., Quaracchi (1935), BFS XI, pp. xlv—xlvii. 


2 P. Glorieux, La littérature quodlibetique II, Paris (1935) BT XXI, 
pp. 216—218; ibid., ‘‘Peut-on identifier P. de Ang.?” in Recherches de 
théologie ancienne et medrévale (1960), XXVII, pp. 148—153. 

*V. Doucet, op: cit., p. xiv. 
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P. de Ang. on the first folia, and Pe. de An. at the beginning of the 
index of questions on folia 112. The abbreviation Pe is most likely 
Petrus, if we eliminate the more common Christian names which begin 
with P but cannot be abbreviated as Pe viz. Paul, Philip, Prosper etc. 

Peter is almost certainly an Englishman, hence de Anglia, because 
he is in the tradition of Pecham and Marston and he shows something of a 
predilection for English persons and events. He cites St. Edmund Rich 
and mentions the condemnations of Kilwardby and Pecham at Oxford. 
Furthermore, I believe that I have detected a number of anglicisms in 
his Latin. 

Peter is certainly a Franciscan friar because he refers to Richard 
of Mediavilla as one of his confreres (is Mediavilla a fellow countryman 
as well?). One of the questions now lost, treated of the morality of a 
Franciscan’s carrying another’s money, and finally a reference from 
another manuscript gives him the appellation ‘friar minor’. 

The really crucial question regarding authorship is the one raised by 
Msgr. Glorieux, viz. Isn’t Peter of England really Peter Sutton? The 
identification is a very tempting one, and Msgr. Glorieux, without 
wanting to predicate certitude of his theory, has made some quite 
interesting and cogent observations. If Glorieux’s findings are correct, 
then a doctrinal comparison between the present edition and the one 
treatise that we know certainly belongs to Peter Sutton should prove 
most profitable. A superficial analysis of Sutton’s Quaestio de univoca- 
tione entis Det et creaturarum® reveals a philosopher in the Augustinian 
tradition, one, who like Richard of Mediavilla, is more sympathetic 
than the usual Franciscan philosopher of this period to the Thomistic 
theory of knowledge. At least we can say that there is no apparent 
contradiction between the Quaestio de umivocatione entis... and our 
present Quodlibeta. Nevertheless, it would be far wiser to postpone 
definitive judgment until the publication of Peter’s Disputed Questions 
which we hope to edit from this same Florentine manuscript.® 


Date of the present Quodlibeta 
Since the author cites Richard of Mediavilla by name, and refers to 
his Disputed Questions [Quodl. II. 1],? we are sure that the date of our 
( 


\ 

4 P. Glorieux, ‘‘Peut-on identifier P. de Ang. ?,” p. 148. 

5 M.Schmaus, ‘“‘Petrus Sutton iiber die Univokation des Seins,’’ in 
Collectanea Franciscana (1933), I11, pp. 0—25. 

6 Cf. V. Doucet, op. cit., p. xlvii; P. Glorieux, ‘‘Peut-on identifier . ..,” 
pp. 149—150. - } 

7 The numbers in brackets refer to the present edition; e. g., [II, 3] = 
Quodlibet II, question 8. 


70 FERDINAND ETZKORN, O.F.M. 


Quodlibeta is posterior to 1284—5§® which can be taken as the earliest 
terminus a quo. There is likewise a reference made to Thomas et sui 
[Ouodl. I. 14] which, because of the lack of the prefix Sanctus or 
Beatus would seem to indicate that the text was written prior to the 
Angelic Doctor’s canonization in 1323. The sw could refer either to 
an already-formed Thomistic school or to the disciples who completed 
the Summa by editing the Supplementum. 

A more accurate terminus a quo can be made from internal evidence 
pending the identification of the guidam novi who proposed a sort of 
caritas naturalis. [1. 23] Even more valuable information can be gained 
upon the identification of the author or authors of the quarta opinio 
regarding the plurality of forms dispute. [II. 1] In his summation of the 
question, Peter labels this opinion as mimis recens and gives this as a 
reason for not treating of it in his question. I have not been able to 
discover the authors of these two opinions, and I can only hope that 
scholars will be able to clarify these points. 

If our author is really Peter Sutton, then we have a still more accurate 
source for establishing the dates of the present work. As Glorieux points 
out, Eccleston’s chronicle permits us to date the activity of Peter Sutton 
at Oxford between the years 1309 and 1311. As far as we can see, there 
is certainly no conflict between these dates, and the information we have 
from internal sources as we have described them above. 


Doctrine 

Peter is certainly a follower of the classical doctrines of Bonaventure, 
Aquasparta, Marston and Mediavilla and he seems to favor the latter 
more than the other Franciscan authors. In almost all questions, Peter 
sides with his confreres in opposition to St. Thomas. Contrary to the 
Angelic Doctor, he holds that the human nature of Christ constitutes 
an esse distinct from the esse supposvtt i. e. the Person of the Verbum [I. 2]. 
The English Franciscan rejects the Thomistic distinction between habi- 
tual and actual knowledge in Christ. [I. 3] Using the principle that 
“whatever can be effected by a secondary agent which depends upon 
a primary agent for its being and operation, can be effected by the 
primary agent immediately,’”’ Peter concludes that God, the causa uni- 
versalissima, can create accidents without substance, and any number 

8 Cf. E. Hocedez, Richard de Middleton. Sa vie, ses oeuvres, sa pensée. 
(Spicilegium sacrum Lovaniense. Etudes et documents, VII), Louvain (1925), 
pp. 328. Rogerus Marston, Quaestiones disputaiae; intro. E. Longpré, ed. 
V. Doucet, Quaracchi (1932), BFS VII, pp. xxvi—xxvii. R. Zavalloni, 


Richard de Mediavilla et la controverse sur la pluralité des formes, Louvain 
(ZO51), PMeII pp. 237s: 
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of forms in the same species without any matter. The English Friar 
is a proponent of a plurality of forms in the composite in the style of 
Richard of Mediavilla, and it is this question which receives the lengthiest 
treatment of all. [II. 1] The plurality of forms problem first occurs in the 
question regarding the identity of the body before and after death, 
especially in the case of the Body of Christ. [I, 11] As Peter remarks in 
this latter question, there are many opinions. His main concern at this 
juncture, however, seems to be that he is merely interested in pointing 
out what can be safely held from a theological viewpoint. On the questiion 
of individuation, our Franciscan author adopts the same theory as 
Bonaventure, viz. that the principle of individuation is the actual union 
of matter and form. [I. 12] The same opposition to Thomistic thought 
is found when the question of multi-location is raised. Not only is this 
possible supernaturally speaking, which all admit, but naturally speaking 
as well and without any “conversion of another into itself”’ as St. Thomas 
would have it. [I. 13; cf. S. Thomas, Quodlibet I. 22 ad 1] Peter holds 
that angels can acquire knowledge of what is fortuitous, voluntary, or 
contingently future which is contrary to the Thomistic ‘infused ideas’ 
theory. [I. 18] 


All of this should not lead us to imagine that Peter was completely 
uncritical of the traditional opinions of the Franciscan school. He mani- 
fests a little healthy scepticism regarding the accepted interpretation 
of Augustine who was reported as holding that vision was an out-going 
process, an emitting of rays from the eye. [I. 24] Peter is likewise some- 
what cautious in his theory of knowledge: neither overly enthusiastic 
about the traditions of his own school, nor overly critical of the Thomistic 
interpretation. 


There is little need to multiply examples. Let it suffice to say that 
Peter, as did most Franciscan theologians of this period, seemed to 
consider that the condemnations of Paris and Oxford were definitive and 
hence set himself to defend the contrary theses. [Cf. I. 11] 


In all questions, Peter tries to take cognizance of all noteworthy 
opinions, credit them with what he considers their better arguments, and 
then draws his own conclusions. He has a gift for giving clear summaries 
and orderly presentations, though there seems to be little originality in 
his Quodlibeta. He is a valuable witness to the doctrines * his day.® 


®I would like to express my heartfelt gratitude to Fr. Gideon Gal, 
O.F.M., for the inestimable help he gave me in checking and correcting the 
text of this edition. 
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QUODLIBET I* 


[z. Utrum plus differant supposita divina ad invicem quam duo individua 
eiusdem speciei.] 


Quoniam, ut ait Augustinus I De doctrina christiana,! omnis doctrina 
aut rerum est aut signorum, idcirco quaestiones nuper in generali dispu- 
tatione propositae, quaedam pertinebant ad res, quaedam ad signa rerum. 
Res autem quaedam sunt quibus fruendum est, quaedam quibus uten- 
dum, quaedam quae fruuntur et utuntur. Res vero quibus fruendum est 
sunt Deus ipse, scilicet Pater et Filius et Spiritus Sanctus, et ideo quaere- 
bantur de Deo quaedam per respectum ad intra, quaedam vero ad extra. 

Per respectum ad intra quaerebatur de ipsis suppositis divinis, utrum 
videlicet plus differant supposita divina ad invicem quam duo individua 
eiusdem speciel. 

Probabatur quod sic quia quandocumque aliqua proprietas reperitur 
in causa et causato, maiori modo reperitur in causa quam in causato. 
Sed distinctio individualis reperitur in suppositis divinis et in suppositis 


* SIGNA ET ABBREVIATIONES 


[ ] =supplendum exp. = expunxit 

(!) = lectio certa, sensus dubius f. = folium/fola 

(?) = lectio incerta in mg. = in margine 
| | | | = lectio non soluta m. = manus 

add. = addidit MS = codex manuscriptus 
ail =. aha) not. = nota 

cap. = capitulo par. = parte 

Cont. —comesxat Pa LECLO 

ed. = edidit/editio scrip. = scripsit 
ead. = eadem sup. = supra 

erron. = erronee Va nVeELSO 


BT = Bibliothéque Thomiste, ed. Chenu, O.P.; publ. Vrin, Paris 

CCAA = Corpus Commentariorum Averrois in Aristotelem, publ. Medieval 
Academy of America, Cambridge, Mass.; VI. 1 ed. Fr. Crawford (1953) 

CCL = Corpus Christianorum Latinorum, publ. Brepols, Turnhout, Belg. 

EPM = Etudes philosophiques médiévales, ed. E. Gilson, publ. Vrin, Paris 

FIP = Franciscan Institute Publications, text series, publ. St. Bonaven- 
ture’s University, New York 

PB = Les Philosophes Belges, publ. Louvain 

PG = Migne, Patrologia Graeca 

PL = Migne, Patrologia Latina 

PM = Les Philosophes Médiévaux, publ. Louvain 


1 De doctyvina christiana, I, 2, PL 34, 19; CCL 32, 72. 
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creatis, ergo maiori modo debet esse in divinis quam in creaturis. Plus 
ergo differunt supposita divina quam individua quaecumque creata. 

Contra. Supposita creata differunt secundum substantiam, supposita 
divina non. Ergo non tantum differunt quantum illa. 

Responsio. Possumus considerare individua sive creata sive increata 
dupliciter, scilicet vel quantum ad naturam communem eis vel quantum 
ad principia individuationis. Si autem consideremus naturam communem, 
sic in creaturis est reperire unitatem et diversitatem: unitatem quidem 
secundum rationem quia participatione speciei plures homines sunt unus 
homo, secundum Porphyrium;? diversitatem vero secundum rem 
quia natura illa communis dividitur et numeratur in eis. Unde Abraham, 
Isaac et Iacob sicut sunt tria individua, sic sunt tres homines secundum 
Augustinum VII De Trinitate.® 

In divinis autem quoad naturam communem est reperire omnimodam 
unitatem et nullam diversitatem nisi forte secundum rationem. Unde 
tres personae non sunt tres dii, sed unus Deus, quia natura non numeratur 
in eis. Et hoc est quod vult Damascenus, libro primo Sententiarum,* 
quod in creaturis est diversitas secundum rem, unitas secundum ratio- 
nem tantum. In creatore autem e converso est identitas sive unitas 
secundum rem et diversitas sive distinctio secundum rationem. Et quia 
maior est diversitas rei quam rationis, ideo in creaturis plus differunt 
quantum ad istum modum considerandi individua eiusdem speciei quam 
supposita divina. 

Si vero consideremus ea quantum ad individuationis principia, sic 
in creaturis individua aliquid reale addunt super ipsam naturam — sive 
materiam sive esse in effectu sive respectum ad accidentia sive quidquid 
aliud fuerit — ratione cuius faciunt aliquid compositius quam ipsa 
natura per se, ut ens ut natura non possit praedicari de supposito nec e 
converso, secundum Philosophum in VII Metaphysicae.® Unde non 
potest dici quod iste homo est humanitas nec e converso, et per con- 
sequens “‘non tantum est unus homo, quam tres simul et plus aliquid 
sunt duo homines quam unus tantum,” secundum Augustinum VII 
De Trinitate.® In divinis autem individuatio per materiam non fit quia 
immateriales sunt, neque per esse in effectu quia natura non acquirit 


2 Isagoge, AN inter opera Averroes ed. Iuntas (1550—1553), I, f. 3c. vel 
Cf. Boethius, In Prophyr. comment. III, c. De specie, PL 64, III; Ps-Beda, 
Sent. Philosoph. ex Arist. coll., PL 90, 1037C. 

3 De Trimtate, VII, 6, PL 42, 944. 

4 De fide orthodoxa, I, 8, PG 94, 838; versio Burgundionis ed. E. Buytaert 
in Franc. Inst. Publ., text series No. 8 (1955), Pp. 43- 

5 Meta., VII, 3; 1028 b 36. 

8 De Trinitate, VII, 6, PL 42, 945. 
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esse a suppositis sed magis e converso. Unde sicut est una natura, ita 
et unum esse. Nec per respectum ad accidentia quia nullum accidens cadit 
in Deo. Sed per solam relationem quae per comparationem ad fundamen- 
tum sive naturam est idipsum cum ea natura quae compositionem cum ea 
facit. Et ideo in divinis natura est suppositum et e converso. Nam deitas 
est Deus Pater et Pater est deitas, et per consequens non plus est Pater 
et Filius simul quam solus Pater, secundum Augustinum VII De 
Trinitate.? Et ideo plus differunt individua eiusdem speciei, etiam isto 
modo, quam supposita divina. Et hoc est quod vult Boethius in 
libro De Trinitate® dicens, ‘““Tres homines neque genere neque specie 
differunt, sed suis accidentibus etc.’’? Deus vero a Deo nullo differt 
nec accidentibus nec substantialibus differens in suppositis etc. Posset 
etiam obici contra praedicta sic: principium distinctum Patris est 
Paternitas, Filii Filiatio, sed haec differunt specie; ergo plus differunt 
supposita divina quam creata quorum principia specie non differunt. 
Sed attendendum est quod licet principia individuantia in divinis specie 
differant cum relativa sunt — relatio autem minimum habet de esse, 
secundum Commentatorem super XI Metaphysicae}® — ideo principia 
individuantia in divinis minimum habet de esse; quod sic patet: relatio 
duplicem respectum [habet], scilicet ad fundamentum et ad obiectum. 
Per compara|lv|tionem ad fundamentum transit in ipsum et nullam 
compositionem facit, ut praedictum est; nec distinctionem per com- 
parationem ad obiectum intra, in virtute sua distinguens suppositum 
a supposito, ut paternitas distinguit patrem a filio. Relatio autem, 
remota realitate fundamenti magis vergit ad modum rationis quam ad 
modum rei, et ideo pro tanto distinctio in divinis magis videtur vergere 
ad distinctionem rationis quam rei. Unde videtur quasi esse media inter 
distinctionem realem suppositorum in creaturis et distinctionem solius 
rationis:4 minor illa quia nullam facit compositionem, maior ista quia 
facit realem distinctionem. Et propter hoc sancti vocant eam quandoque 
distinctionem secundum rationem quia multum accedit ad naturam 
ipsius. Unde Boethius, De Trimitate,” assimilat numerum in divinis 
personis repetitioni eiusdem unitatis, velut si dicam “‘ensis, mucro,}!% 
gladius”’ sive “‘sol, sol, sol, etc.” 
Ad argumentum, in contrarium, cum dicit quando aliqua proprietas 

reperitur in causa et tanto maiori modo reperitur in causa etc., dicendum 

1 De Trinitate, VII, 6, PL 42, 945. 

8 De Driniiate, 1, PL64, 1240 D. 

» etc.] et ita MS. 105in XI Meta. 4, t.chro, VULL, fex44 a: 


11 quia add. MS. 12 De Trintiate, 3, Pl 64, 1251 C: 
13 mucro] uncus MS. 
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quod si intelligat per maiorem modum eminentiorem modum et simpli- 
ciorem, sic dico quod verum dicit. Et sic est in proposito, nam distinctio 
personarum in divinis est excellentior quia omni omnimoda essentiae 
et naturae unitate est simplicior quia sine omnimoda compositione. 
Si vero intelligat per maiorem modum maiorem distinctionem, sic falsum 
dicit. Nam semper minor debet esse distinctio in causa quam in causatis, 
principiis quam principiatis. Nam Deus per ideas — quae sola ratione 
differunt inter se — causa est totius diversitatis realis creaturae. Et sol 
per unam virtutem dissolvit glaciem et constringit lutum, et sic | | | | | 
in omnibus semper ea quae disperguntur in inferioribus, in superioribus 
uniuntur. 


[2. Utrum deserente Deitate naturam humanam assumptam illa sub- 
sisteret in supposito proprio. ] 


Consequenter quaerebantur de Deo quaedam per respectum ad 
naturam assumptam, quaedam per respectum ad creaturam conditam. 
Per respectum ad naturam assumptam, quaerebantur duo: unum 
pertinens ad actum subsistendi et aliud pertinens ad actum cognoscendi. 

Quantum ad primum, quaerebatur utrum deserente Deitate naturam 
humanam assumptam illa subsisteret in supposito proprio. 

Et probabatur quod sic quia unicuique animae et carnis dat esse 
suppositum; sed soluta unione Verbi posset illa unio remanere; ergo 
soluta unione Verbi remaneret suppositum. 

Contra. Verbum dat totum esse, ergo deserente Verbo humanam 
naturam perdit totum esse. Sed quod totum perdit non remanet sup- 
positum. Ergo deserente divinitate naturam assumptam non remaneret 
suppositum. 

Responsio. Hic videtur esse duplex modus dicendi secundum duas 
opiniones. Quidam" enim dicunt quod in Christo non est nisi unum esse, 
et quod humana natura in Christo nullum esse actualis existentiae habet 
praeter esse suppositi. Et secundum hoc videtur esse dicendum ad 
quaestionem, quod deserente divinitate naturam illam non remaneret 
suppositum. Quoniam si post desertionem remaneret esse suppositi 
proprii, quaero “unde veniret illud esse?” Aut praefuit in ipsa natura, 
aut generatur dé novo, aut creatur. Non potest dici quod praefuit quia 
tantum habuit prius esse suppositi divini, non proprii. Nec potest dici 
quod generatur vel creatur quia per solam desertionem nec fit aliqua 


14. Cf. S. Thomas, Sum. Theol., III, q. 17, a. 2; Quodlibet IX, a. 3; ed, 
Marietti (1956), p. 181. 
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generatio nec creatio. Relinquitur ergo quod nullum esse haberet talis 
natura deserta, sed simpliciter totum esse perderet corrupta. 

Et propter hoc dicunt alii!® quod in Christo est duplex esse, scilicet 
actualis existentiae et personalis subsistentiae. Primum esse habet natura 
humana ex unione animae et carnis, quod patet quia mors est amissio 
alicuius esse.1® Si enim homo nullum esse amitteret moriendo, non vere 
moreretur. Mors autem est solutio unionis animae et carnis. Igitur ex 
unione illa resultat aliquod esse quod per mortem perditur. Certum 
est autem quod Christus vere fuit mortuus per solutionem illius unionis, 
ergo aliquod esse perdidit. Certum est quod non perdidit esse suppositi. 
Igitur in Christo est aliquod esse praeter esse suppositi, et hoc est esse 
actualis existentiae | 2r | resultans ex animae et carnis unione. Esse 
autem subsistentiae sive suppositi non habet ex illa unione, sed ex unione 
utriusque tam animae, scilicet, quam carnis ad personam Verbi in unitate 
suppositi. Secundum ergo hunc modum dicendi videtur esse dicendum 
ad quaestionem, quod deserente divinitate naturam illam remaneret 
in supposito proprio. Nam soluta unione totius naturae ad personam 
Verbi, remanet unio prima quae est animae et carnis inter se. Cum igitur 
ex illa unione resultet actus existendi ut praedictum est, soluta unione 
Verbi remaneret natura humana in actu existendi per se. Sed hoc est esse 
suppositi, igitur separata natura haberet esse suppositi propril. 

Sic ergo patet duplex modus dicendi ex duplici opinione procedens, 
qua quidam ponunt duplex esse in Christo, alii unicum tantum. Et istae 
positiones duae procedunt ex aliis prioribus, scilicet quod quidam!?’ 
ponunt esse realiter differre ab essentia, et quidam!® intentionaliter 
tantum sive secundum rationem. Unde qui deberet perfecte istam 
quaestionem determinare, oporteret eum incipere a radice istarum 
opinionum quod nimis esset prolixum. Possumus tamen ad praesens 
dicere quod quaecumque opinio teneatur, remaneret natura sic separata 
in supposito proprio. Quod sic patet: natura humana in Christo innititur 
Verbo divino dupliciter, scilicet tamquam principio conservanti et tam- 
quam supposito sustentificanti. Per prius tamen innititur sibi tam?® [ut] 


1° Cf. Matthaeus ab Aquasparta, Q. disp. De Incarnatione, q. 9; ed. 2a. 
Quaracchi (1957), p. 179. 

16 mors est amissio alicuius esse: Cf. Ps.-Augustinus, Hypognosticon, 
Ty 4p ele 5 LOLOe 

17 Cf. S. Thomas, De ente et essentia, 4, ed. Roland-Gosselin (1948), 
BT VIII, pp. 34—35; Bernardus de Trilia, Quodlib. I, 7; cf. G. André, “‘Les 
Quodlibeta de Bernard de Trilia,” in Gregorvianum (1921), Il, pp. 226—265. 

18 Cf. Henricus de Gandavo, Summae quaest., ed. Parisiis (1520), I, 
f.127 A; FIP, Va; cf. J. Paulus, Henri de Gand. Essai sur les tendances de sa 
métaphysique, (1938) EPM, XXV, pp. 259—326. 

19 tam ut] tamquam MS. 
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conservanti quam ut sustentificanti. Et primum habet communiter 
cum aliis omnibus creaturis per influentiam generalem qua Deus suppor- 
tat omnia verbo virtutis suae sicut dicit Apostolus Ad Hebraeos, 1, 3. 
Secundum habet singulariter super omnes creaturas per gratiam specia- 
lem qua Verbum caro factum est et habitavit in nobis, loannis, 7. 14. 
Potest ergo Deus deserere naturam illam quantum ad esse sustentificatum 
in supposito divino, manente eadem quoad esse conservatum in genere 
proprio, sicut prius potest separari a posteriore, et sic deserta manebit 
in supposito proprio. 

Ad argumentum in contrarium, tu dicis quod totum esse habet a 
Verbo, concedo vel conservando vel sustentificando. Ergo concludis: 
deserente Verbo totum perditur. Concedo si desereret quantum ad 
utrumque, sed si deserat quantum ad esse unum, manere potest quantum 
ad alterum, et ideo non valet argumentum. Sed quaeris forte unde veniat 
illud esse, cum conservatio non det esse novum sed tantum conservet 
acceptum. Dico quod secundum opinionem secundam quae ponit duplex 
esse in Christo, non oportet ponere aliquod esse de novo datum, sed tan- 
tum. prius esse acceptum conservatum, ut supra patuit. Secundum ergo 
primam opinionem quae ponit tantum unum esse, dico quod illud esse nec 
generatur nec creatur sed praefuit in eodem, non actu sed virtute vel ha- 
bitu; sicut enim habitus se habet ad agere, sic essentia vel natura ad esse. 
Unde Augustinus, V De Trinitate,® “‘Sicut se habet sapientia ad sapere, 
sic essentia ad esse.”” Sapere autem se habet ad sapientiam dupliciter: vel 
ut actus primus vel ut actus secundus. Eodem modo se habet esse ad 
essentiam: scilicet, ut actus primus et sic dicitur esse essentiae, vel ut 
actus secundus et sic dicitur esse actualis existentiae.21 Sicut ergo sapi- 
entia a primo actu ad secundum potest exire sine aliquo extrinseco, sic 
natura illa sive essentia ab esse essentiae ad esse existentiae absque ali- 
quo novo sibi collato a generante vel creante. Iterum sicut grave, remoto 
prohibente, descendit deorsum, nulla sibi nova virtute collata, sic natura 
humana separata existere potest per se, nullo novo esse sibi dato. Sicut 
enim in gravi, remotio prohibentis nihil facit nisi exponit illud naturae 
propriae, sic separatio Verbi nihil facit in natura humana nisi exponit 
eam propriae virtuti. Iterum, hoc videmus in toto et in parte. Pars enim 
dum actu est ip toto, nullum esse habet nisi esse totius; facta autem 
divisione, iam habet esse per se et est per se quoddam totum, et tamen 
divisio facta nihil reale novum dat sibi, sicut in parte ista videndum est. 


20 De Trinttate, V, 2, PL 42, 912. ' 
21 Cf. Henricus de Gandavo, Summae Quaestionum, I, f. 127 M—128V; 
cf. J. Paulus, op. cit., pp. 82—103. 
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[3. Utrum scientia animae Christi esset aequalis scientiae Verbi.] 


Quantum ad actum cognoscendi, quaerebatur utrum scientia animae 
Christi esset aequalis scientiae Verbi. 


Arguebatur quod sic quia | 2v | modus cognoscendi sequitur modum 
essendi, sed modum essendi habuit aequalem immo eumdem sive idem 
esse, ergo et modum cognoscendi habuit aequalem. 


Contra. Finiti ad infinitum nulla est proportio. Sed scientia animae 
Christi finita fuit quia creata. Ergo non fuit aequalis, immo omnino 
improportionalis scientiae Verbi quae infinita est. 


Responsio. Aut loqueris de aequalitate intensive aut extensive, hoc 
est dictu, aut quantum ad numerum scibilium aut quantum ad virtutem 
cognoscendi. Si quaeras quantum ad virtutem cognoscendi, hoc est 
utrum aeque limpide, sic manifestum est quod non, quia nulla est inter 
eas proportio ut tactum fuit in opponendo. Si vero quaeras quantum 
ad numerum scibilium, hoc est utrum tot et eadem cognoverit anima 
Christi quot et quae cognovit Verbum, sic distinguunt quidam?”? de 
scientia habituali et actuali, dicentes quod scientiam habitualem habuit 
aequalem Verbo non autem scientiam actualem. Sed istud non videtur 
verum quia habitus est quo uti possumus cum volumus, secundum 
Aristotelem et Commentatorem super III De amma.*® Si ergo 
habuerit scientiam habitualem aequalem, ergo potuit habere aliquando 
actu aequalem quod est impossibile. Item si habitus scientiae fuit 
aequalis vel est, et scientia Verbi est infinita, ergo habitus ille est 
infinitus quod est impossibile. 

Propter hoc dicunt alii** quod duplex est scientia tam Verbi quam 
animae Christi: scilicet scientia visionis et scientia simplicis intelligentiae. 
Scientia visionis vocatur illa quae est respectu eorum quae fuerunt, 
sunt vel erunt tantum. Scientia simplicis intelligentiae est respectu 
possibilium quae numquam erunt nec fuerunt. Loquendo ergo de scientia 
visionis, sic dicunt quod anima Christi habuit scientiam aequalem Verbo 
quia cognovit omnia quae fuerunt, sunt vel erunt sicut ipsum Verbum. 
Sed loquendo de scientia simplicis intelligentiae, sic non habuit aequalem. 
Anima enim Christi, scientia simplicis intelligentiae, cognovit possibilia 
tantum quae sunt in potentia materiae primae sive creaturae. Sed ipsum 


22 quidam] quaedam MS; cf. S. Thomas, De veritate, q. 20, a. 4, ed. 
Marietti (1949), I, p. 367. 
23° LIT Den aime, sy tue. 1S) Viet roov eda CGAA Vibes Dass: 


*4 Cf. S. Bonaventura, Q. Disp. de scientia Christi, q. 1, ed. Quaracchi 
(1891); V, 54. 
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Verbum, scientia simplicis intelligentiae, non tantum cognovit possibilia 
quae sunt in potentia creaturae, sed quae sunt in sua potentia; et quia 
plura potest Deus facere quam ea quae sunt in potentia creaturae, ideo 
plura potest cognoscere quam anima Christi. Quantum ad hoc ergo, 
non?* fuit aequalis scientia animae Christi scientiae Verbi. 


Ad argumentum in contrarium cum dicit quod habet esse aequale 
vel idem potius etc., dicendum quod duplex habet esse, scilicet personae 
et naturae, et sic habet duplicem scientiam scilicet scientiam divinam 
quae consequitur esse personae, et scientiam humanam quae consequitur 
esse naturae. Prima scientia est aequalis immo eadem sicut esse est idem. 
Secunda scientia nec est eadem nec aequalis, sicut nec natura vel essentia 
quam consequitur, ut dictum est. Et de illa est quaestio, non de alia. 


[4. Utrum essentia divina possit videri oculo corporali.] 


Consequenter quaerebantur quaedam de Deo per respectum ad 
creaturam conditam, quorum quaedam respiciunt divinam essentiam, 
quaedam potentiam. Quantum ad essentiam, quaerebatur utrum essentia 
divina possit videri oculo corporali. 


Arguebatur quod sic: Iob [19, 27] Quem visurus sum ego tpse et oculi 
met conspecturt sunt etc. Loquitur de Deo et de resurrectione corporali, 
ergo videtur quod oculo corporali visuri sumus Deum in resurrectione. 


Contra. Deum nemo vidit umquam. Sed nec videre potest. loannes 
in Epistola [1, 4, 12]. 

Responsio. Aliquid potest dici videri dupliciter: scilicet per se vel 
per accidens, secundum Philosophum III De anima.® Per se autem 
videtur coloratum et quantum, nam secundum perspectivam, omne 
quod videtur, videtur sub figura pyramidis cuius basis est in se visa 
et conus in oculo. Deus autem simplex est et infigurabilis et ideo per se 
oculo corporeo videri non potest. Per accidens autem dicimur videre 
etiam aliqua quae nec sunt colorata nec quanta per se, sicut Sophronici 
filius, secundum Philosophum III /De/] anima,?’ sive vita in corpore 
viventis, secundum Augustinum XXII De civitate [Dez],?® ubi istam 
quaestionem disputat, et determinat eam? in epistola Ad Paulinam, 


\ 


25 non] ideo MS. 

26 De anima, III, 1; 425 a 14—425 b Io. 

27 Tbid., cf. Averroes, De anima, CCAA, VI, I, p. 332 no. 7; sophronici, 
sofronici; suffronici, sopheonici. 

28 De civitate Dei, XXII, 29, PL 41, 800; CCL 47, 861. 

29 eam} 2° MS. 
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De videndo Deum.®° Isto autem modo videbitur essentia divina oculo 
corporeo in patria, ut dicunt magistri. 

Sed ad huius maiorem declarationem, ulterius sciendum est quod — 
cum omne ‘per accidens’ reducatur ad ‘per se’ — oportet quod hoc sit 
tam a parte videntis quam a parte visibilis. Ita quod idem sit videns 
per accidens per unam virtutem et videns per se per aliam, ut ex vidente 
| 3r | per accidens et per se aliquid unum constituatur. Et similiter a 
parte visibilis quod ex eo quod per accidens videtur et quod videtur 
per se constituatur unum. Verbi gratia: in utroque enim video®! dulce 
per accidens quia dulce percipitur per se ab alio sensu, scilicet gustu; 
et video durum per accidens quia durities est obiectum tactus per se 
in eodem vidente. Nam si ego non haberem sensum tactus aut gustus, 
non possem vere dici videre dulce vel durum nec per se nec per accidens. 
In patria autem videbitur Deus per virtutem intellectivam per se — 
quia facie ad faciem — sicuti est. Igitur in patria potest dici videri oculo 
corporali per accidens quia videbitur oculo mentali per se. In praesenti 
autem vita neque videmus eum oculo corporali per accidens nec per se, 
quia a nulla alia virtute in nobis secundum statum praesentem videtur 
per se nisi per speculum et in aenigmate [I Cor. 13, 12]. 

Similiter ex parte visibilis oportet aliquid unum esse quod videtur 
per accidens et quod videtur per se, alioquin non posset dici videri per 
accidens. Verbi gratia: videndo per se album in lacte, video dulce per 
accidens quia unum et idem est album et dulce. Si enim lac non esset 
dulce, sed dulcedo esset in vino et albedo in lacte, numquam posset dici 
vere quod per se videndo album viderem dulce per accidens — immo 
falsum esset hoc dicere. Quia igitur in patria videbimus corpus Christi 
oculo corporali per se cui unitum est Verbum divinum in unitate suppositi, 
idcirco videndo corpus Christi per se, videbimus Deum per accidens; 
non solum autem videndo corpus Christi sed etiam alia corpora gloriosa 
quibus tunc unietur Deus, non solum ut principium conservativum sed 
ut principium glorificativum quando Deus erit omnia in omnibus. Et 
tunc relucebit in omni creatura, sicut nunc in corpore vivente relucet 
vita vel anima, quod in praesenti statu esse non potest. Et haec est 
intentio Augustini. 

Ad argumenta utriusque partis iam patet. Nam argumentum quod 
probat quod videbitur verum dicit, quia videbitur per accidens ut dictum 
est. Argumentum quod probat quod non videbitur verum dicit per se. 


30 De videndo Deum, epist. 147, PL 33, 596—622. 
31 enim video] v. e. MS. 
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[5. Utrum Deus potuerit communicare angelo virtutem sustentificandi 
naturam aliam sive humanam in supposito suo.] 


Consequenter quaerebantur quaedam de Deo respicientia divinam 
potentiam, quarum quaedam respiciebant potentiam divinam respectu 
substantiarum spiritualium, quaedam respectu accidentium. Respectu 
substantiarum quaerebatur utrum Deus potuerit communicare angelo 
virtutem sustentificandi naturam aliam sive humanam in supposito suo. 

Et arguebatur quod sic, quia Deus potest quidquid non includit 
contradictionem. Sed angelum humanari non includit contradictionem 
plus quam Deum incarnari: non enim est maior contradictio quod sit 
simul homo et angelus quam quod sit simul Deus et homo. Ergo Deus 
hoc potest. 

Contra. Ideo suppositum divinum potuit sustentificare naturam 
humanam quia per se continet perfectionem cuiuscumque suppositi 
creati eminentiori modo quam in seipsis. Sed suppositum angelicum 
non continet in se perfectionem huiusmodi. Ergo sustentificare naturam 
aliquam creatam angelo non potuit communicare. 

Responsio. Quidam dicunt quod Deus non potuit talem potentiam 
angelo communicare, non propter impotentiam Dei, sed propter limi- 
tatam capacitatem angeli, quod ostendunt tam a parte angeli quam a 
parte naturae. A parte naturae sic: in natura est considerare duplicem 
potentiam, secundum Augustinum VI Super Genesim,* scilicet natura- 
lem et obedientialem. Potentiae naturali correspondet agens naturale, 
sed potentiae obedientiali correspondet sola potentia supernaturalis cui 
omnis natura nata est obedire ad nutum.* In natura autem humana vel 
quacumque alia, ad subsistendum in alieno supposito sola invenitur 
potentia obedientialis, non naturalis. Ergo per solam potentiam super- 
naturalem habet reduci ad actum, non per naturalem. 

A parte suppositi ostenditur hoc idem sic: quia omne suppositum 
creatum limitatur ad naturam propriam. Illud ergo suppositum tantum 
invenitur posse subsistere in diversis naturis quod habet esse illimi- 
tatum et infinitum. Tale non est suppositum angeli. Ergo sic subsistere 
angelo non potest communicari. 

Sed aliis videtur contrarium per easdem vias posse probari. Primo 
a parte suppositi, quia quidquid potest virtus inferior potest superior 
maxime in quantum | 3v | innititur virtuti supremae, scilicet divinae. 
Sed omne suppositum creatum inferius est supposito angeli innitenti 


32 De Genesi ad litteram, VI, 14, PL 34, 349. 
33 nutum] motum MS. 
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divinae virtuti. Ergo omnem naturam quam suppositum aliquod creatum 
sustentificare potest virtute propria, potest suppositum angeli virtute 
divina. Hoc ostenditur a parte naturae, quia natura habet appetitum 
naturalem ad suppositum proprii generis. Sed omnis appetitus naturalis 
terminari potest per aliquod aequalis vel maioris perfectionis. Ostensum 
est autem quod suppositum angeli, ut innititur divinae virtuti, est*4 
aequalis vel maioris virtutis quam suppositum cuiuscumque creaturae 
inferioris. Igitur suppositum angeli sufficienter terminari potest appe- 
titum cuiuscumque naturae creatae et ita sustentificare. 

Hoc ergo sine praeiudicio ad praesens tenendo, dico ad quaestionem 
quod sicut innuit Augustinus III De Trinitate,®> in angelo est con- 
siderare duplicem potentiam: scilicet, unam quam habet ex conditione 
naturae suae, et secundum hanc potentiam nullam naturam sustentificare 
potest nisi propriam quia colimitata sunt ad invicem, suppositum et 
natura in ipso, nec excedunt se nec a se exceduntur. Aliam habet poten- 
tiam vel habere potest in quantum innititur virtuti superiori, scilicet 
divinae. Potest autem inniti potentiae divinae dupliciter: scilicet, vel 
potentiae absolutae — et sic dico quod angelus potest recipere et Deus 
communicare quia nullam includit contradictionem — vel potentiae 
consideratae in ordine ad suam sapientiam et voluntatem, et sic dico 
quod non potuit. Non enim disposuit Deus ab aeterno mittere angelum 
in carnem, sed Filium suum unigenitum sui gratia, sicut dicit Anselmus 
in libro Cur Deus homo.*® 

Ad argumentum, tu dicis quod ideo Deus hoc potuit quia illimitatus 
etc., dico quod ideo Deus potuit virtute — virtute propria — hoc facere 
quia illimitatus. Angelus autem non facit hoc virtute propria, sed ut est 
instrumentum divinum; unde hoc non concludit infinitatem in angelo 
vel illimitationem, sed in Deo in cuius virtute hoc facit. 

Ad argumentum in solutione cum dicit quod potentia obedientialis 
per solam virtutem divinam educi potest ad actum, respondeo quod hoc 
verum est®? per agens quod innititur divinae virtuti; tale agens esset 
angelus ut dictum est. 

Ad aliud cum dicit quod omne suppositum creatum limitatur ad 
naturam propriam etc., dicendum quod verum est ‘virtute propria.’ 
Virtute tamen divina excedere potest sine illimitatione illius in cuius 
virtute agit ut dictum est. 


34 est] ut MS. 

ce Tviniaie, Vil, 2, P42, 870. 

38 Cur Deus homo, I, 5, ed. Schmitt, II, p. 52; PL 158, 365. 
37 vel add. MS. 
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[6. Utrum Deus posset facere accidentia spiritualia sine subiecto.] 


Consequenter quaerebatur de potentia divina respectu accidentium 
spiritualium: utrum Deus posset facere accidentia spiritualia sine sub- 
iecto ut caritatem, sapientiam et huiusmodi. 

Arguebatur quod sic, quia tantum dependent accidentia corporalia 
a subiecto corporeo quantum accidentia spiritualia ab incorporeo. Sed 
hoc non obstante, Deus potest facere illa sine subiecto ut patet in sacra- 
mento altaris, ergo et ista. 

Contra. Sicut se habet essentia ad esse, sic sapientia ad sapere, 
secundum Augustinum V De Trinitate.38 Sed Deus non potest facere 
essentiam sine esse, ergo nec sapientiam sine sapere. 

Responsio. Duo sunt quibus possent aliqui moveri ad ponendum 
quod Deus non posset accidentia spiritualia separare. Unum est quia 
huiusmodi accidentia sunt ratio formalis eliciendi actus animae ut 
caritas ratio formalis diligendi, sapientia sapiendi. Haec est autem 
differentia inter rationem formalem agendi et instrumentalem, quod*® 
instrumentum non dat actionem agenti, sed recipit tantum — unde est 
movens motum. Ideo se separetur, non amplius habet virtutem agendi, 
sicut separata serra a secante secare non potest. Ratio autem formalis 
e converso — quia dat agenti virtutem agendi et non recipit — ideo si 
separetur secum portat actionem priorem, ut calor si per impossibile 
separaretur ab igne adhuc calefaceret et ignis non, sicut docet Avicenna 
VI Metaphysicae.*® Igitur si separaretur caritas ab anima, adhuc diligeret 
et sapientia saperet et sic de aliis. Sed hoc est impossibile, quia tunc 
actus vitales convenirent rebus non vivis, actus rationales non rationali- 
bus, quod est falsum. 

Aliud similiter posset movere ad hoc ipsum, scilicet quod quidam*! 
dicunt quod in formis separatis impossibile est invenire plures formas 
eiusdem speciei. Unde impossibile est esse plures albedines separatas. 
Nec potest obici de sacramento | 4r | altaris quia illa albedo non est 
omnino separata cum sit in quantitate ut in subiecto primo. Secundum 
hoc ergo sequeretur quod si caritas separaretur, non esset etusdem speciel 
cum caritate coniuncta. Et similiter de sapientia et de aliis cum nullum 
subiectum habeant nisi animam, qua separata, penitus nullum remanebit. 

Sed ista non debent movere quemquam ad limitandum potentiam 
divinam. Primum non, quia non sunt huiusmodi habitus ratio formalis 


88 De Trinitate, V, 2, PL 42, 912; VII, 1, PL 42, 936. 
3° quia add. MS. 

40 Meta., VI, 3, ed. Venetiis (1508), f. 93 ra. 

41 Cf. S. Thomas, Sum. Theol., I, 50, 4. 
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eliciendi actus animae quantum ad substantiam actus, sed quantum 
ad modum agendi. Unde in II Ethicorum dicit Philosophus® quod 
potentiae sunt secundum quas potentes sumus agere vel non agere; 
habitus vero secundum quos potentes sumus sic vel sic agere, scilicet 
bene vel male. Ex quo patet quod non eliciunt substantiam actus sed 
modum agendi tantum; et ideo si separarentur nullum actum secum 
portarent. Et sic exclusum est illud. 

Similiter nec secundum, quia esto quod esset verum quod dicunt 
de forma separata per naturam, quae nullam inclinationem haberet 
ad subiectum vel materiam — de forma tamen separata per potentiam 
divinam non posset esse verum. Nam tale accidens, licet actu esset 
separatum, semper tamen haberet inclinationem habitualem ad sub- 
iectum et ita numerari posset et distingui per illam inclinationem, sicut 
videmus de anima rationali. Dato quod sit forma pura — sicut dicunt 
isti*® — separari potest et actu separatur, manens tamen in eadem specie 
cum anima coniuncta. 

Propter hoc dico quod ista non debent movere hominem ad negandum 
quod Deus possit facere accidentia spiritualia sine subiecto sicut corpora- 
lia. Cum enim non dicerent aliquid privativum sed positivum, non 
respectivum sed absolutum, non in fieri sed in facto esse, possunt huius- 
modi accidentia esse separatum recipere et Deus dare. 

Ad argumentum ‘contra’: “sic se habet sapientia ad sapere etc.,’’ dico 
quod illa comparatio debet intelligi quantum ad actum primum, non 
quantum ad actum secundum. Et tunc sequitur ultra: “sed Deus non 
potest facere essentiam sine esse, ergo nec sapientiam sine sapere,”’ 
hoc est verum ‘sine sapere in habitu’ sive actu primo. Potest tamen 
‘sine sapere’ in actu secundo, et sic nullum sequitur inconveniens. 

Haec de Deo sive de rebus quibus fruendum est quaesita fuerunt, 
et sunt sex in universo. 


(7. Utrum in causa materiali sit ponere statum.] 


Consequenter quaerebantur quaedam de rebus quibus utendum est. 
Res autem quibus utendum est, sunt ista sensibilia et corporalia de 
quibus quaerebantur quaedam quantum ad eorum naturam, quaedam 
vero quantum ad eorum mensuram. Quantum ad naturam eorum, 
quaerebantur quaedam quantum ad eorum fieri vel transmutari, quae- 
dam quantum ad factum esse. Quantum ad fieri vel transmutari, quaere- 
bantur quaedam de transmutationis subjecto, quaedam de transmu- 
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tationis modo, quaedam de transmutationis termino. Circa transmutatio- 
nis subiectum quod est materia, quaerebantur duo: unum pertinens 
ad eius substantiam, aliud pertinens ad eius accidentia. 

Quantum ad substantiam materiae, quaerebatur utrum in causa 
materiali sit ponere statum. 

Arguebatur primo quod non. Materia est medium inter ens et 
non-ens quod est nihil, secundum Commentatorem super I Physi- 
corum.*4* Sed ens et nihil distant in infinitum. Ergo et materia erit infinita 
sive in causa materiali erit ire in infinitum; et per consequens non est 
status in ipsa, nam ubi extrema infinita sunt, et medium. 

Contra. Philosophus II Metaphysicae* probat statum, ergo etc. 

Responsio. Possumus loqui de creatura secundum statum actualem 
vel secundum statum possibilem. Si loquamur secundum statum Deo 
possibilem, sic sunt aliqui qui dicunt quod non est status in creatura, 
neque superius neque inferius. Superius enim quia inter Deum et supre- 
mam creaturam, puta angelum supremum, est distantia infinita. Ideo 
potest Deus facere ultra omnem creaturam nobiliorem illa in infinitum. 
Et similiter inferius, quia inter materiam et nihil est distantia talis, potest 
Deus facere aliam creaturam infra materiam primam. Quod utrum sit 
verum vel falsum, ad praesens non definio quia extra propositum 
[nostrum] est. 

Si vero loguamur de creatura secundum statum actualem qui nunc 
est, sic dico quod creatura tota claudatur inter duos terminos secundum 
sub et supra, et est status in utroque. Unde Augustinus XII Con- 
fesstonum,*® | 4v | “Duo fecisti Domine carentia loco et tempore: unum 
prope te, angelum supremum, scilicet, alterum prope nihil, scilicet 
materiam primam. Unum quo inferius nihil est, alterum quo superius 
tu es.” Et hoc probat Philosophus in II Metaphysicae*’ ut argutum 
est. Est autem attendendum quod licet in omni genere causae sit 
status, aliter tamen est status in causa materiali, aliter in causa 
efficiente, sicut dicit Avicenna VIII Metaphysicae.4® Nam in causa 
efficiente est status ad unum numero, in causa materiali nonnisi*® 
per intellectum tantum. Numquam enim resolvuntur omnia usque 
ad materiam upam numero secundum rem, sed secundum considera- 
tionem tantum) secundum quod bene docet Commentator super XI 
Metaphysicae.°° 


$2 LePNVSIC abr C. 75) LV, t. 20 C. 45 Meta., II, 2; 994 a 2—7. 
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Ad argumentum in contrarium, tu dicis quod inter ens actu et nihil est 
distantia infinita etc. Dico quod hoc arguit quod non sit status possibilis, 
non autem quod non sit status actualis; vel aliter: inter ens et nihil est 
distantia privativa infinita non autem positiva, nam positiva distantia 
finita est. Non enim potest ens distare a nihilo plus quam secundum se 
totum; sed totum ens creatum finitum est; igitur positiva distantia 
finita est. Et ideo inter ens et nihil possunt poni gradus entitatis infiniti 
et per consequens nec potest iri in infinitum in materia. 


[8. Utrum sit ponere dimensiones interminatas in materia.] 


Consequenter quaerebatur utrum sit ponere dimensiones inter- 
minatas in materia. 

Et arguebatur primo quod non, quia cuius subiectum et causa non 
est interminatum, nec ipsum erit. Sed corpus quod est subiectum vel 
causa dimensionum interminatarum non est infinitum, ergo nec dimen- 
siones. 

Contra. Commentator in libro De substantia orbis*! probat quod 
sit ponere dimensiones interminatas deducens ad multa inconvenientia, 
quorum unum est quod aliter corpus fieret ex non-corpore. 

Responsio. Hic est duplex opinio. Quidam enim dicunt quod im- 
possibile est dimensiones interminatas sive quascumque alias dispositio- 
nes accidentales praeexistere in materia, quia subiectum omnium acci- 
dentium est compositum ex materia et forma. Subiectum autem debet 
esse prius omni accidente, secundum Philosophum VII Metaphysicae ;*? 
prius ergo materia habet formam quam dimensionem aliquam. Item, 
materia recipit actus ad quos est in potentia ordine quodam. Quod est 
ergo primum simpliciter in actibus, primo intelligitur in materia. Inter 
omnes autem actus, primus est esse. Impossibile igitur est intelligere 
materiam prius quantam quam esse in actu. Sed esse in actu habet per 
formam substantialem quae facit esse simpliciter. Prius ergo habet 
materia formam substantialem quam dimensiones vel definitiones 
quascumque accidentales. Et haec videtur opinio Avicennae.*3 

Quod reprehendit Commentator, De substantia orbis®* ducens 
ad multa inconvenientia — ut supra argutum est — quorum unum est 
quod tunc corpus fieret ex non-corpore. Aliud: quod non possent simul 
esse multae formae in eadem specie nec etiam successive, cum multitudo 
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non fiat nisi per divisionem materiae; divisio autem nonnisi per quanti- 
tatem etc. Et propter hoc ponit ipse dimensiones interminatas in materia 
a quibus materia numquam potest denudari. Quod autem intelligat per 
dimensiones huiusmodi et qualiter praeexistant, breviter declaro sic: 
quando de aere generatur ignis, ignis generans calefaciendo aerem 
rarefacit et extendit dimensiones aeris usque quo fiant incompossibiles 
formae aeris. Et tunc in eodem instanti corrumpitur forma aeris et intro- 
ducitur forma ignis. Prius ergo dimensiones illae terminantur per formam 
aeris, post per formam ignis, et in medio transitu per nullam formam 
terminantur; et ideo dicuntur dimensiones interminatae. Unde sicut 
ipsa substantia materiae prius habuit actum aeris et postmodum actum 
ignis, in medio nullum sit — et de dimensionibus loquendum est quan- 
tum ad eorum terminum. Et sicut eadem materia secundum substantiam 
manet sub utroque termino transmutationis, variata quantum ad actum 
alium et alium, sic dimensiones illae quantum ad essentiam suam manent 
in tota transmutatione, variantur tantum quantum ad terminum alium 
et alium. Sequuntur enim dimensiones ipsam substantiam materiae ut 
dicunt. Utraque opinio probabilis est et tenetur a diversis, et ideo ad 
rationes utriusque partis respondendum est. 

Ad primum cum dicit corpus, quod est subiectum dimensionum, non 
est infinitum etc., dicendum quod ipse arguit acsi idem esset terminatum 
et interminatum in dimensionibus, quod finitum et infinitum. Et iam 
patet quod non est ita. 

Ad aliud cum dicit quod subiectum omnium accidentium est compo- 
situm ex materia et forma etc., | 5r | dicendum est quod verum est in 
accidentibus terminatis et completis, non interminatis et incompletis. 
Vel dicendum quod quantum ad factum esse, prius est subiectum quam 
accidens; in fieri, tamen potest esse e converso. 

Ad tertium, “esse est prius quam esse quantum,’’ verum est quan- 
titate terminata, non interminata. 

Ad argumenta in oppositum, cum dicit quod tunc®® corpus fieret 
ex non-corpore etc., dicendum quod sicut Philosophus®® dicit quod 
ens fit ex non-ente et etiam ex ente, sic concedi potest corpus fieri 
ex non-corpore et etiam ex corpore: ex corpore in potentia, ex non- 
corpore in actu) Et si tu velis vocare corpus in potentia “dimensiones 
interminatas,’®? tunc sic concedimus huiusmodi dimensiones. Si autem 
ut prius expositum est, negabimus. 
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Ad aliud cum dicit quod non essent plures formae, dicendum quod 
sic: non per dimensionem materiae per dimensiones interminatas, sed 
terminatas. 


[9. Utrum conversio uxoris Loth in statuam salis esset naturalis. ] 


De transmutationis modo quaerebantur duo: unum de conversione 
uxoris Loth, aliud de conceptione ovium Iacob. 


Circa primum quaerebatur utrum conversio uxoris Loth in statuam 
salis esset naturalis. 


Argumentatur quod sic: in habentibus symbolum, hoc est convenien- 
tiam, facilior est transmutatio, secundum Philosophum II De genera- 
tione.°® Sed inter corpus humanum et sal convenientia est, secundum 
auctorem De mirabilibus sacrae scripturae,®*® quia humores corporis 
salsi sunt. Ergo transmutatio facilis, ac per hoc naturalis. 


Contra. Quod est naturale idem est apud omnes; sed corpus Loth 
non fuit conversum; ergo conversio non erat naturalis. 


Respondeo quod sicut in naturalibus videmus quod quaedam fiunt 
a natura tantum, quaedam ab arte tantum, quaedam ab utroque — ut 
sanitas introducta per medicinam — sic in aliis videre possumus quod 
quaedam fiunt naturaliter tantum, quaedam supernaturaliter tantum, 
quaedam vero partim sic et partim sic, quia scilicet per causas naturales 
supernaturaliter motas. Sic dico in proposito, quod conversio ista fuit 
partim naturalis et partim supernaturalis — principalius tamen super- 
naturalis®® — quia per causas naturales supernaturaliter motas. Unde 
causae naturales non fuerunt nisi instrumentum supernaturaliter agentis. 
Actio autem magis attribuitur agenti quam instrumento. 


Hoc autem patet tam a parte agentis quam a parte suscipientis. 
A parte suscipientis fuit duplex dispositio, scilicet convenientia salis et 
inobedientia mentis. Ex parte agentis etiam fuit duplex actio, scilicet vis 
mineralis terrae circumiacentis et vis supernaturalis iustitiae punientis. 
Dispositio ergo corporis mota meritorie per inobedientiam mentis, facta 
est quasi necessitas ad recipiendum impressionem virtutis mineralis 
motae per supernaturalem virtutem iustitiae divinae punientis. 

Ad argumentum in contrarium, tu dicis si esset naturalis tunc Loth 
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esset conversus. Dico quod quidquid naturale fuit in uno fuit in alio, 
sed defuit quod supernaturale erat. Nam nulla inobedientia mentis fuit 
in ipso, et per consequens nulla iustitia puniens in Deo. 


{10. Utrum variatio colorum in ovibus Iacob ad contemplationem 
virgarum, in coitu esset naturalis. | 


Consequenter quaerebatur utrum variatio colorum in ovibus Iacob 
ad contemplationem virgarum in coitu esset naturalis. 

Arguitur quod non quia ea quae sunt naturalia consequuntur totam 
speciem; sed non videmus talem modum variandi colores in aliis ovibus; 
ergo non erat eis naturalis. 

Contra. Augustinus III De Trinitate® videtur dicere quod fuit 
naturalis. 

Responsio.Dico quod potuit fieri per naturam. Quod patet quadrupli- 
citer: scilicet ex colligentia virium animalium ad invicem, ex fortitudine 
imaginativae potentiae, ex parte formae imaginativae, ex parte mun- 
danae animae. 

Ex primo sic: quaedam sunt passiones quae consequuntur animal 
principaliter ratione corporis ut somnus, vigilia, sanitas, aegritudo et 
huiusmodi; quaedam principaliter ratione animae ut imaginatio, ira 
et huiusmodi; quaedam ratione utriusque et aequaliter ut fames, ® dolor 
et huiusmodi. Sicut ergo ea quae accidunt coniuncto principaliter ratione 
corporis redundant in ea quae accidunt ratione animae®* — ut somnus 
impedit actiones animae et aegritudo propter naturalem colligantiam 
utriusque in coniuncto — sic e converso ea quae accidunt ratione animae 
permutant complexiones corporis ut ex forti imaginatione® homo in- 
firmatur vel sanatur, et eadem ratione coloratur | 5v | ut rubescit ex 
erubescentia, pallescit ex timore et huiusmodi. 

Hoc patet ex fortitudine imaginativae potentiae quae in aliquibus 
est ita fortis quod materia corporalis obedit sibi in omnibus, ut dicit 
Avicenna VI Naturalis.6® Unde homo ex imaginatione saepe cadit, 
et gallina vincendo gallum ex imaginatione victoriae crevit sibi cornu 
in crure ad modum galli, ut narrat idem Avicenna.®® Potuit ergo ex 
fortitudine imaginationis talis coloris in tempore coitus talis color imprimi 
fetibus. ; 
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Ex parte formae imaginatae sic: videmus enim in formis artificialibus 
quod ex forma quae est in mente provenit forma extra in materia, ut 
forma domus in lignis ex forma in mente artificis mediantibus instrumen- 
tis exterioribus. Sed certum est quod efficacius operatur forma median- 
tibus instrumentis naturalibus interioribus quam mediantibus instru- 
mentis exterioribus. Potuit ergo forma imaginata mediantibus spiritibus 
deferentibus illam usque ad locum conceptus similitudinem suam impri- 
mere fetibus multo melius quam in exterioribus. 

Ex parte autem mundanae [animae]®’ sive sit Deus sive angelus 
arguitur sic: sicut anima caeli et mundi se habet ad totum corpus uni- 
versi, sic se habet particularis ad corpus particulare. Sed anima mundi 
imprimit formas naturales in corpore universali; ergo eadem ratione 
anima particularis in corpus vivum® particulare. Istae rationes sumuntur 
ab Avicenna VI Naturalis, parte 4,°° et confirmantur per auctoritatem 
Augustini III De Trinitate,’° ubi dicit sic: “Inhaeserat animae ovium 
discolor phantasia ex contuitu virgarum impressa, quae non potuit” 
nisi corpus quod sic affecto spiritu animabatur, ex compassione ad- 
mixtionis afficere, unde teneris fetuum primordiis colore exterius” 
aspergeretur etc.’’ Hoc idem dicit ipse, libro IV Contra Iulianum.”? Et 
ponit exemplum de quodam qui, quia fedus erat, fecit depingi imaginem 
pulchram ubi cum uxore coire debuit ac sic pulchrum puerum conciperet 
de fedo patre. Sic in proposito dicendum est. 

Ad argumentum in oppositum, quando dicit non consequitur totam 
speciem, dicendum quod sic adhuc consequeretur si quis artificialiter 
sciret apponere sicut ipse tunc scivit. 


[zxz. Utrum sit idem corpus numero vivum et mortuum.] 


Consequenter quaerebatur de transmutationis termino quae est forma. 
Et est quaestio utrum sit idem corpus numero vivum et mortuum. 

Arguitur quod non, quia quaelibet differentia substantialis excludit 
idem simpliciter; animatum et non-animatum sunt substantiales dif- 
ferentiae corporis; ergo cum de animato fit non-animatum, non manet 
idem corpus. Idem est autem vivum et non-vivum quia animatum et 
inanimatum; ergo non est idem numero corpus vivum et mortuum. 


8? mundanae animae] cf. L. Thorndike, History of Magis and Experi- 
mental Science (1923), II, pp. 366—7; ct. S. Thomas, Sum. Theol., I, q. 3, a. 8. 
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Contra. Privatio et habitus habent fieri circa idem, secundum 
Philosophum;% sed vivum et mortuum sive vita et mors se habet ut 
habitus et privatio; ergo habent fieri circa idem numero. 

Respondeo quod ab eodem habet res esse et unum esse; sed a forma 
substantiali habet res esse simpliciter; ergo ab eadem forma habet res 
unum esse. Si ergo non manet eadem forma substantialis corporis in 
vivo et mortuo, non erit idem corpus vivum et mortuum. Sed si ab 
eadem forma sit corpus corpus et corpus vivum, certum est non manere 
idem numero corpus mortuum quia forma substantialis qua vivum fuit, 
per mortem corrupta est; ergo et forma per quam fuit corpus, et ita non 
manet idem corpus. Utrum autem sit eadem forma per quam corpus est 
corpus et per quam vivit, de hoc sunt multae viae et multae sententiae, 
quia aut quaeritur de corpore hominis aut de corpore quocumque alio 
ab homine. Si de corpore alio, sic dicunt multi quod sit tantum una forma 
et multi quod non. Unde non est hic periculum quaecumque pars teneatur. 
Si vero de corpore humano fiat quaestio, sic dixerunt quidam?”® ali- 
quando quod tantum fuit una forma substantialis in homine, scilicet 
anima rationalis, qua separata in morte non est idem corpus quod prius. 
Sed quia hoc fuit revocatum ab eodem, condemnatum Parisiis, excom- 
municatum in Anglia a duobus archiepiscopis’® sanctitati et dignitate 
famosis, ideo hoc tenere vel ei favere reputo valde periculosum. Ideo 
tenent communiter | 6r | doctores catholici quod in homine saltem sunt 
plures formae, ad minus duae: una quae est terminus actionis naturalis 
quae dicitur forma corporeitatis; alia quae est terminus creationis, scilicet 
anima intellectiva. Sed isti adhuc diversificati sunt in tenendo unitatem 
corporis. 

Nam quidam” illorum dicunt quod illae duae formae sicut simul 
introducuntur, sic simul et in eodem instanti corrumpuntur sive separan- 
tur; et sic non manet idem corpus vivum et mortuum etiam humanum. 
Et quod dicitur corpus Christi esse idem numero, dicunt hoc esse per 
miraculum non per naturam, quia caro eius non vidit corruptionem. 
Separata ergo anima Christi ab eius corpore, forma corporis reservabatur 
miraculose.”8 
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Alii? dicunt quod etiam per naturam, separata anima, manet forma 
corporis eadem numero per aliquod tempus, et ita est idem corpus vivum 
et mortuum. Discutere autem omnes angulos istius quaestionis et 
probatur et improbatur secundum exigentiam materiae nimis teneret 
de tempore. Sed haec dicta sint breviter ut intelligas quid sine periculo 
in hac quaestione teneri possit et quid non. 

Ad argumenta utriusque partis respondendum est. Tenendo ergo 
pluralitatem formarum, ad argumentum in contrarium cum dicit ‘“‘quae- 
libet differentia substantialis excludit unitatem,’”’ concedatur. Sed cum 
dicit postea quod animatum et inanimatum sunt differentiae corporis, 
verum est corporis quod est genus, non autem corporis quod est pars 
compositi. Sunt enim extra rationem corporis unde corpus est, et ideo 
nec faciunt corpus, unde corpus, idem nec non idem. 

Ad aliud, “‘privatio et habitus habent fieri circa idem,” etc. dicendum 
quod hoc verum est in habitibus qui sunt de genere accidentium quia 
accidens®® est quod adest et abest praeter subiecti corruptionem. Et 
ideo manet idem subiectum numero sub forma accidentali et eius priva- 
tione. Sed in substantialibus non est verum quia eadem®! forma sub- 
stantialis dat esse simpliciter et entitatem et unitatem® et totum. 


{x1z. Utrum in corporibus sit individuatio. } 


Circa corporalia quantum. ad esse iam factum, quaerebantur quaedam 
de distinctione eorum ad invicem. Et circa hoc quaerebantur duo: unum 
de distinctione individuali, aliud vero de distinctione locali. 

Circa distinctionem individualem quaerebatur utrum in corporibus 
sit individuatio. 

Arguitur quod non, quia in corpore non est nisi materia et forma; 
sed materia non potest individuare quia una est in entibus habentibus 
eam; nec forma quia differentia formalis facit differre specie; ergo 
nullo modo. 

Ad oppositum. Videmus®? multa individua ad sensum; ergo aliquid 
est individuationis principium. 

79 Cf. loannes Peckham, Quodl. Romanum, q. 11, ed. F. Delorme, Roma 
(1938), pp. 2733; cf. Matthaeus ab Aquasparta, Quaestiones de Incarnatione, 
CuO@bis LL pp. 177—192; cf. Rogerus Marston, Quodi., IV, 11, Assisi MS 
118, f. 133 d—134 b; cf. Richardus de Mediavilla, De gradu formarum, ed. 
Zavalloni, Richard de Mediavilla et la controverse sur la pluralité des formes, 
Louvain (1951), PM II, pp. 107—110. 
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Responsio. Est considerare in rebus corporalibus et etiam spiritua- 
libus unitatem generis, unitatem speciei, et unitatem individui. Unitatem 
generis habet res ex unitate potentiae, secundum Philosophum V 
Metaphysicae,** unitatem speciei a forma sive ab unitate actus, et 
unitatem individui habet ex utriusque actuali unione quae unum sibi 
appropriat alterum. Sed quia istam unionem facit agens, ostendit sive 
declarat accidens, ideo a nonnullis dicitur individuatio causari ab agente 
— et verum est effective — ab aliquibus®® ab accidente — et verum est 
ostensive — sed ab** unione formae cum materia in effectu est forma- 
liter et completive. 

Ad argumentum in contrarium, dicendum quod verum est quod nec 
est a materia nec a forma per se, sed ab utriusque unione in effectu ut 
dictum est — quamvis Philosophus*®’ videatur velle quod sit a materia, 
sed hoc est per accidens in quantum materia prius est individuata per 
formam praecedentem. 


(13. Utrum unum corpus possit simul esse in diversis locis.] 


Circa distinctionem localem corporum quaerebantur duo: scilicet 
utrum unum corpus possit simul esse in diversis locis; aliud, utrum duo 
corpora possint simul esse in eodem loco. 

Circa primum sic arguitur: Deus non potest facere contradictoria 
simul vera; sed idem corpus esse simul in diversis locis includit contra- 
dictionem; hoc ergo non potest. Probatio minoris: esse hic includit non 
esse alibi et esse alibi includit non esse hic. Igitur esse simul hic et alibi 
includit esse simul hic et non hic, et alibi et non alibi, et haec est contra- 
dictio, ergo etc. 

Contra. Hugo, De sacramentts, libro II, parte 888, vult quod Deus 
potest facere unum corpus in diversis | 6v | locis. 

Responsio. Possumus loqui de esse corporis in loco dupliciter: scilicet 
vel localiter vel sacramentaliter. Secundo modo omnes fideles concordant 
quod Deus potest facere et facit unum corpus esse in diversis locis simul, 
non per se, sed per accidens quasi. Dicitur enim corpus Christi esse in 
loco per hoc quod substantia panis — quae erat in loco — convertitur 
in Ipsum, et per hoc quod continetur sub speciebus panis non sunt in loco 


84 Meta., V, ©; 1016 a 32—1016 b 3. 

85 Boethius, De Trinitate, 1, PL 64, 1249 D. 

86 ab unione formae etc.] cf. S. Bonaventura, [I Sent., d. 3, p.1, a. 2, 
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per se. Ideoque corpus Christi potest simul esse sub diversis speciebus. 
Ipsae vero species in diversis locis simul esse non possunt quia sunt in 
loco per se et secundum leges loci. Lex autem loci est ut circumscribat 
locatum, ita quod nihil eius sit extra ipsum. 


Si vero loquamur de esse corporis in loco localiter, hoc potest esse 
dupliciter: scilicet vel per naturam vel per supernaturalem virtutem. 
Si loquamur per naturam, sic adhuc concordant omnes quod corpus idem 
non potest simul esse in diversis locis. Si autem loquamur per virtutem 
supernaturalem, sic sunt hic opiniones. Quidam® enim dicunt quod 
Deus non potest hoc facere quia includit contradictionem. Corpus enim 
quod est in loco localiter, praesens est loco et locus ei, ita quod termini 
loci et locati sunt simul. Ergo si corpus est in diversis locis simul localiter, 
tunc termini utriusque loci sunt simul cum terminis locati. Sicut cum 
quaecumque uni et eidem sunt eadem, sunt eadem inter se, sic quaecum- 
que sunt simul cum eodem numero habente esse limitatum, etiam®? 
simul sunt inter se. Ergo termini diversorum locorum inter se distantium 
simul essent et distarent; sed haec est plena contradictio; ergo Deus 
hoc non potest. Unde Anselmus, Monologion, [cap.] 21,°! ‘Unum totum 
non potest simul esse in diversis locis.”’ 


Alii® dicunt contrarium quia quidquid Deus potest facere mediante 
alio potest facere per seipsum; sed Deus potest facere substantiam 
corpoream simul esse in diversis locis per conversionem alterius in Ipsum, 
ut patet in sacramento; ergo hoc potest sine omni conversione. Sed hoc 
facto, esset in diversis locis localiter; ergo hoc Deus potest. 


Ad argumentum in contrarium, tu dicis quod esse hic includit non 
esse alibi. Dico quod de tali corpore sic per potentiam divinam facto in 
diversis locis non est verum. 


Ad argumentum in solutione®* positum cum dicit “quaecumque 
uni et eidem habenti esse limitatum sunt simul, inter se sunt simul’ 
dico quod hoc est verum secundum virtutem limitatam etsi esset simul 
in diversis locis per virtutem propriam. Sed si sit in diversis locis simul 
per virtutem illimitatam, non est verum quia tunc ipsum corpus parti- 
cipat quamdam illimitationem respectu illorum locorum ratione cuius 


89 Cf. S. Thomas, Quodl., I, 22 ad 1; pp. I9—20. 
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®1 Monologion, 21, PL 158, 172; ed. Schmitt, I, 373-4. 
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non oportet ipsa loca simul esse inter se, sicut non oportet caput simul 
esse cum pedibus quamvis anima limitata sit simul cum utrisque. 

Ad auctoritatem Anselmi cum dicit quod non potest unum totum 
simul esse in pluribus locis etc., verum est per naturam sive per virtutem 
creatam; per virtutem tamen increatam bene potest. 


[14. Utrum duo corpora possint esse in eodem loco.] 


Consequenter quaerebatur utrum duo corpora possint esse in eodem 
loco. 

Arguitur quod non, quia omne dimensionatum ex ea parte qua 
dimensionatum est, repellit aliud dimensionatum a se; nec possunt esse 
simul sicut linea ex parte longitudinis. Sed corpus undique est dimensio- 
natum, ergo ex parte omni repellit a se aliud corpus; ergo impossibile 
est duo corpora simul esse. 

Contra. Prius est replere locum quam repellere aliud a loco. Prius 
autem potest separari a posteriori. Ergo aliquod corpus potest replere 
locum et tamen non repellere aliud a loco, et ita potest aliud subintrare. 

Responsio. Duo corpora simul esse posse potest intelligi tripliciter: 
scilicet vel per virtutem naturae, vel per dotem gloriae, vel per opera- 
tionem divinae omnipotentiae. 

Primo modo impossibile est secundum omnes duo corpora esse simul, 
sicut probat Philosophus in IV Physicorum.®%* Unde Boethius in 
libro De Trinitate:®® ‘Tres homines neque genere neque specie, sed suis 
accidentibus distant. Nam si animo cuncta ab his accidentia separemus, 
locus tamen cunctis diversus est, quem unum fingere nullo modo pos- 
sumus. Duo enim corpora unum locum non obtinebunt,”’ etc. 

Si vero intelligatur per operationem divinae omnipotentiae | 7r | 
sic adhuc concordant omnes quod Deus potest facere duo corpora in 
eodem loco, sicut patuit quando ipsemet Dominus cum corpore perfecto 
clauso utero virginis nasci voluit, clauso tumulo resurrexit, clausis 
januis ad discipulos intravit. 

Si autem intelligatur per dotem gloriae, sic sunt opiniones duae. 
Quidam enim dicunt quod non, sicut Thomas et sui — vide quartum 
Theologiae.°*® mat dicunt quod sic, scilicet per dotem®® subtilitatis 


94 Physic. IV, 1; 209 a5—7; IV, 5; 212 b 25. 

95 De Trinitate, 1, PL 64, 1249 D. 
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per quam corpus gloriosum potest non gloriosum penetrare, et hoc videtur 
etiam Damascenus® dicere expresse — vide quartum bonum(!). 

Ad argumentum in contrarium, tu dicis quod omne dimensionatum 
repellit aliud etc., dico quod verum est per naturam; secus est autem 
per gloriam sive divinam omnipotentiam cui locus et corpus obediunt 
ad nutum. 


[r5. Utrum mensura et mensuratum sint unigenea. ] 


Consequenter sequebatur de mensura rerum corporalium, et erat 
quaestio utrum mensura et mensuratum sint unigenea. 

Probatur quod non quia tempus est mensura motus; sed tempus et 
motus non sunt unius naturae; ergo nec mensura et mensuratum. Pro- 
batio minoris: quorum definitiones non sunt eaedem nec ipsa sunt eadem. 
Definitiones motus et temporis non sunt eaedem, ergo etc. 

Contra. Philosophus X Metaphysicae!® vult quod mensura et men- 
suratum sit eadem, non tantum in generali sed etiam in speciali. 

Responsio. Mensura est illud per quod cognoscimus quantitatem rei. 
Unumquodque autem cognoscitur per aliquid sui generis. Numquam 
enim per rem unius generis potest haberi certa cognitio de re alterius 
generis. Nam per albedinem numquam ducimur in certam cognitionem 
soni nec e converso. Igitur oportet mensuram et mensuratum esse eius- 
dem generis. Sed hoc potest esse dupliciter: scilicet vel in genere mensurae 
vel in genere entis et naturae. 

Primo modo sunt semper eiusdem generis, verbi gratia, per unam 
ulnam ligneam mensuratur pannus laneus. Mensuratur autem pannus 
non in quantum laneus, sed in quantum est quantus. Similiter ulna 
mensurat pannum non in quantum lignea sed in quantum quanta. 
Quantitas autem in panno et ligno eiusdem naturae sunt. 

Secundo modo non semper sunt eiusdem generis ut patet ex prae- 
dictis. Potest tamen contingere quod sic etiam sunt eiusdem generis. 
Nam licet ratio mensurandi primo et principaliter inveniatur in genere 
quantitatis —- sunt enim quantitates dominae mensurarum secundum 
Philosophum"™! — derivatur tamen quandoque ad alia genera. Et ideo 
dicit Philosophus! quod in unoquoque genere est reperire unum quo 
mensurantur omnia quae sunt in illo genere sed diversimode. Nam in 
aliquibus invenitur unum per naturam, ut unus equus, unus homo et 
huiusmodi; in aliquibus ad placitum, ut una aqua, unus aer et huiusmodi 

89 De fide orthodoxa, IV, 18, PG 44, 1190; FIP, VIII, p. 349. 
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in quibus non est certum quantum [quo] sit illud unum nisi secundum 
voluntatem nostram, ut unus?6 pugillus vel duo pugilli aquae secundum 
quod voluerimus. In talibus mensura et mensuratum possunt esse 
eiusdem generis, non solum in genere mensurae, sed etiam in genere entis 
et naturae; ut mensurando unam ulnam panni, per illam partem panni!9 
possum mensurare totum pannum residuum per illius partis replica- 
tionem. Et sic convenit mensura cum mensurato, non tantum in quan- 
tum mensura, sed etiam in quantum res est: scilicet, in quantum utrum- 
que est pannus. Sic est in aliis, nam per unum equum possum mensurare 
omnes equos et per unum hominem, omnes homines. 

Ad argumentum contra, “tempus et motus non sunt eiusdem generis,”’ 
etc., dico quod sunt eiusdem generis secundum rationem mensurandi, 
non tamen secundum rationem naturae vel entis, ut dictum est. Haec 
de rebus quibus utendum est quaesita fuerunt, et est pars secunda. 


[x6. Utrum damnati magis vellent omnino non esse, quam sic esse ut 
modo sunt vel ut erunt post diem iudicii.] 


Ex parte tertia, quaerebatur de rebus quae fruuntur et utuntur quae 
sunt angelus et homo. Et primo quaerebatur unum in generali quantum 
ad utrumque; secundo specialiter de singulis. 

Circa primum quaerebatur utrum damnati magis vellent omnino 
non esse, quam sic esse ut modo sunt vel ut erunt post diem iudicii. 

Et quod mallent omnino non esse, arguitur sic, Apocal. 9, 6 loquens 
de damnatis ait, Desiderabunt mori et fugiet mors ab eis, etc. | 7Vv | 

Contra. Nulla potest potentia moveri nisi a proprio obiecto vel ab eo 
quod participat aliquo modo naturam proprii obiecti; sed per se, ob- 
iectum potentiae appetitivae est bonum, ut habetur I Ethicorwm,;'” ergo 
potentia appetitiva non potest moveri nisi a bono vel eo quod participat 
aliquam rationem boni. Non-esse simpliciter, nullam rationem entis 
vel boni participat ; ergo non-esse nullo modo potest appeti. 

Responsio. Dicunt quidam?6 quod aliquid potest appeti duobus 
modis, scilicet appetitu naturali vel appetitu deliberativo. Primo modo 
non potest appeti non-esse, sed ens et bonum tantum. Unde Philosophus 
II De generatioye,! “In omnibus inquimus quod melius [est] desiderare 
naturam.’’ Secundo modo contingit aliquid appeti tripliciter: scilicet 
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per se et primo, per se sed non primo, nec per se nec primo sed per 
accidens. Primo modo nihil potest appeti nisi sit aliquid positivum et 
bonum apparens vel existens. Unde Philosophus VIII Ethicorum,\® 
omne quod appetitur, appetitur sub ratione honesti, utilis vel delectabilis. 
Secundo modo potest appeti carentia mali sive culpae sive poenae. Tertio 
modo potest appeti non-esse per accidens, scilicet in quantum non-esse 
coniuncta est carentia poenae quam appetunt per se. 

Istud non videtur mihi esse verum, quia quandocumque est ordo 
obiectorum secundum prius et post; sublato primo, impossibile est 
aliquod aliorum remanere, verbi gratia, visibile per se et primum est 
color illuminatus. Visibile per se, non primum, est quantitas. Visibile 
per accidens est Sophronici filius.1°® Sublato autem colore, impossibile est 
quantitatem vel Sophronici filium videri. Ergo eodem modo a parte 
ista, cum per se et primum obiectum appetitus sit ens sive aliquid posi- 
tivum ut ipsi dicunt. Sublato ente vel esse, impossibile est aliquid appeti. 
Sed non-esse simpliciter omnino nihil ponit, ergo non-esse simpliciter 
nullo modo potest appeti nec per se nec per accidens. 

Item non fugitur malum poenae nisi quia diminuit de esse, secundum 
Augustinum;!° ergo quod magis diminuit, magis fugitur.44! Sed 
non-esse totum tollit, ergo non-esse maxime fugitur. Et quantum fugitur 
unum extremum, tantum appetitur alterum. Ergo quantum fugitur 
non-esse, tantum appetitur esse. Appetunt igitur magis esse quam non- 
esse, et hoc probat Augustinus JJJ De libero arbitrioM? ex intentione. 

Ad argumentum in contrarium, “‘desiderabunt mori,” hoc est, poenas 
terminari, non per non-esse sed per quietum esse. 


[xr7. Utrum duo angeli possint esse in eodem loco simul.] 


Consequenter quaeritur de angelo et homine in speciali. Et primo 
de angelo per respectum ad locum, secundo per respectum ad intellectum, 
tertio per respectum ad sensum nostrum. 

Circa locum angeli, quaerebatur utrum duo angeli possint esse in 
eodem loco simul. 

Primo arguitur quod sic: duo corpora possunt esse simul loco ut 
gloriosum cum, non-glorioso, ergo multo magis duo angeli. Consequentia 
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patet quia plus repugnat simultas corporibus propter dimensiones, quam 
angelis ergo etc. 

Contra. Augustinus, De fide ad Petrwm,"® inest singulis spiritibus 
naturalis terminus quo a se invicem distinguuntur, et unus in altero non 
est. 

Responsio. Dicunt communiter magistri quod duo angeli simul loco 
esse non possunt propter ordinem rerum ad invicem. Duplex est autem 
ordo in rebus, scilicet unus situalis, alius causalis. Quidam?" ergo con- 
siderantes ordinem situalem dicunt quod sicut ordo universi tollitur per 
infinitam distantiam, sic per omnimodam indistantiam. Et ideo sicut 
non patitur ordo universi ut angelus infinite distet ab angelo, sic non 
patitur quod angelus in eodem loco sit simul cum alio angelo. 

Alii,45 considerantes ordinem causalem, dicunt quod sicut im- 
possibile est unius effectus ponere plures causas eiusdem ordinis quarum 
quaelibet sufficiens est per se, sic impossibile est ponere plures angelos in 
eodem loco, quia ponunt angelos tantum esse in loco per operationem 
suam tamquam agens aliquid circa locum et causans. 

Salva reverentia doctorum, videtur mihi neutra causa sufficere. 
Prima non, quia ordo situalis in corporibus est per se, in spiritibus per 
accidens. Sed non obstante isto ordine per se, duo corpora possunt simul 
esse in eodem loco. Ergo non obstante | 8r | ordine per accidens, duo 
spiritus possunt simul esse. Nec secunda causa videtur valere, quia actio 
causae inferioris non excludit actionem superioris. Sed omnes angeli se 
habent ad invicem secundum sub et supra, ita quod impossibile est 
invenire duos angelos aequales secundum ipsos. Ergo simul possunt 
duo angeli operari circa eumdem effectum, sicut sol et homo circa eam- 
dem generationem. 

Propter hoc dico ad praesens sine praeiudicio, quia duo videntur 
repugnare quare aliqua simul esse non possunt, quibus sublatis, nullum 
remanet obstaculum. Primum est grossities materiae. Unde videmus 
quod formae, quanto magis moverentur ab ista grossitie, tanto magis 
compatiuntur se, ut species albi et nigri simul esse possunt in eodem 
puncto medii et in eadem potentia animi; et tamen ipsa albedo et nigredo 
in materia esse non possunt. Secundum est dimensiones et termini 
mathematici, siut dicit Commentator super IV Physicorum,'!® quod 
ratio quare duo corpora non possunt esse simul sunt eorum termini 
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mathematici, et Philosophus"” hoc ipsum dicit ibidem.1® Cum igitur 
in angelo nec sit grossities materiae — quia vel immateriales sunt vel 
eorum materia spiritualis grossitiem non habet — nec dimensiones 
mathematicae cum sint incorporales omnino, videtur omnino nihil 
repugnare quin duo angeli possint esse simul in eodem loco. 

Ad auctoritatem Augustini, dicendum quod ipse loquitur de 
distinctione naturali angelorum, non locali, sicut patet. 


[x8. Utrum angelus intelligat per species innatas vel acquisitas.] 


Consequenter quaerebatur de angelo per respectum ad eius intellec- 
tum. Et erat quaestio utrum angelus intelligat per species innatas vel 
acquisitas. 

Quod per innatas videtur quia res habent triplex esse, secundum 
Augustinum Super Genesim:1® scilicet in Verbo, in intellectu angelico 
et in genere proprio. Et prius est esse quod habent in Verbo quam in 
intellectu angelico, et prius in intellectu angelico quam in genere proprio. 
Esse igitur rerum in intellectu angelico est innatum sive concreatum 
a Deo, non acquisitum a rebus. 

Contra. Si omnia cognoscerent per species innatas, ergo aequaliter 
cognoscerent futura ut praesentia, propinqua ut remota, quia aequaliter 
possum cognoscere illa quorum species sunt apud me sive sint actu sive 
non. Unde si habeam speciem rosae, ita bene intelligo rosam in hieme 
sicut in aestate. Sed angeli non cognoscunt omnia sic aequaliter, ergo 
non cognoscunt omnia per species innatas. 

Responsio. Hic##® sunt duae opiniones magistrorum. Quidam}*! 
ponunt quod omnia quae cognoscunt angeli, cognoscunt per species 
inditas sibi a principio creationis suae, quod nullas species acquirunt 
a rebus. Quod ostendunt sic: intellectus se habet quoddam modo ad 
formas intelligibiles sicut materia ad formas sensibiles. Sed materia 
corporum superiorum — quia sunt ingenerabilia et incorruptibilia — 
recepit a principio creationis suae omnes formas sibi necessarias. Materia 
vero istorum generabilium et corruptibilium recipit formas suas suc- 
cessive. Ergo ita erit in intellectu: quod intellectus angelicus habuit 
a principio sibi inditas formas intelligibiles; intellectus humanus non, 
sed acquirit eas a rebus. Quod vero non possint species acquirere a rebus 
ostendunt sic: impossibile est transire ab extremo ad extremum nisi 
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per medium; sed species imaginatae sunt mediae inter formam rei extra 
et speciem in intellectu; ergo impossibile est transire a re ad intellectum 
nisi per imaginationem. Sed angeli imaginativam non habent, ergo species 
a rebus acquirere non possunt. Relinquitur ergo quod omnia intelligant 
per species innatas sive concreatas a Deo. 


Aliis!”2 non placet ista opinio quia si habuit omnium quae potest 
cognoscere naturaliter species sibi innatas a principio, quaero, aut habuit 
species innatas secundum numerum specierum aut secundum numerum 
individuorum. Si secundum numerum specierum, ergo —- cum species nu- 
merorum sint infinitae, secundum Augustinum XII De ctvitate [ Dei ]}*8 
— habuit species infinitas quod falsum est. Iterum, tunc per unam 
speciem cognosceret omnia individua eiusdem speciei, aut ergo cognitione 
distincta aut in quantum conveniunt in specie. Si cognitione distincta, 
ergo cum individua multiplicare possint in infinitum, per unam speciem, 
possent cognoscere infinita, et hoc actu, quia quae per unam speciem 
cognoscuntur | 8v | actu cognosci possunt. Si in quantum conveniunt 
in specie tantum, ergo non haberent distinctam cognitionem individuo- 
rum quod falsum est, cum habeant custodiam singularium personarum. 


Si tu dicas quod habuerunt species secundum numerum individuorum, 
sequeretur idem quod prius, scilicet quod cum individua multiplicentur 
in infinitum quod habuerunt species a principio actu infinitas. Omnia 
autem inconvenientia sunt. Et propter hoc ponunt quod angeli non 
omnia cognoscunt per species innatas, sed universalia et necessaria tan- 
tum et individua incorruptibilia. Fortuita autem et voluntaria et futura 
contingentia cognoscunt per species receptas a rebus. Cum enim talia 
non habeant causam certam in natura, solus Deus est in actu respectu 
talis cognitionis qui seipso cognoscit omnia, et ille qui cognoscit in Deo 
vel per revelationem factam a Deo. Angelus vero secundum modum 
cognoscendi naturalem est in potentia respectu talis cognitionis, et ideo 
indiget recipere species a rebus per quas actu intelligat. 


Ad rationem in contrarium, cum dicit quod res habent triplex esse 
etc., dicendum quod illa auctoritas intelligitur de rebus necessariis et 
incorruptibilibus, et rationibus universalibus rerum corruptibilium, non 
autem de fortuitis et voluntariis sive de individuis rerum corruptibilium. 
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[x9. Utrum spiritus separatus possit videri oculo corporali.] 


Consequenter quaerebatur de angelo per respectum ad sensum 
nostrum, scilicet utrum spiritus separatus possit videri oculo corporali. 

Ad quam sine argumentis respondeo quod sicut supra dictum est ubi 
quaerebatur utrum divina essentia possit videri oculo corporali, aliquid 
potest videri dupliciter: scilicet, per se et per accidens. Per se autem 
videtur coloratum et quantum. Per accidens vero illud quod est aliquo 
modo quantitati seu colori coniunctum, ut supra plenius tactum est 
in quaestione praefata. Cum igitur spiritus!** separatus — ut separatus 
est — nec est quantus per se nec quantitati coniunctus, nullo modo potest 
spiritus huiusmodi videri oculo corporali. Secus est autem de spiritu 
coniuncto sive ut forma, quoniam talis, etsi non possit videri per se, 
potest tamen per accidens ut supra dictum est. 


[20. Utrum essentia rei possit intelligi non intellecta veritate.] 


Consequenter quaerebantur de homine quaedam in generali, quaaedam 
in speciali. De homine in generali quaerebantur quaedam pertinentia 
ad intellectum, quaedam ad affectum, quaedam ad sensum, quaedam 
ad totum coniunctum. Quantum ad intellectum quaerebantur quaedam 
pertinentia ad intelligibile obiectum, quaedam ad intelligendi ordinem, 
quaedam ad intelligendi modum, et quaedam ad intelligendi principium. 

Circa obiectum intelligendi quaerebatur utrum essentia rei possit 
intelligi non intellecta veritate. 

Quod non arguitur sic: quia quando aliqua duo sunt idem re et 
ratione, unum non potest intelligi sine altero. Sed veritas et rei entitas 
sunt eadem re et ratione quia dicit Augustinus!®5 quod verum est id 
quod est. Ergo non potest intelligi entitas rei sine eius veritate. 

Contra. Essentia potest intelligi non intellecta eius bonitate, secun- 
dum Boethium in libro De hebdomadibus,'*® ergo eadem ratione, non 
intellecta eius veritate. 

Ad istam quaestionem sciendum quod licet ista convertantur ad 
invicem: ens, unum, verum et bonum quantum ad id quod significant, 
differunt tamen quantum ad rationes significandi et habent singula 
propriam rationem significandi. Ens enim significat rem absolute; 
omnia autem alia significant rem in quadam relatione ad aliud. Nam 
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unum significat ens per respectum ad alia entia; unum enim est ens in se 
indivisum et ab aliis divisum. Verum significat ens per respectum ad 
intellectum. Bonum vero significat ens per respectum ad finem sive 
ad appetitum; nam bonum est, secundum Philosophum I Ethicorum,}2? 
quod omnia optant. Et sic patet quod aliud est id quod est unum et ratio 
unius, et aliud id quod est verum et ratio veri, et aliud id quod est bonum 
et ratio boni. 

Quando ergo quaeritur utrum ens vel essentia rei possit intelligi non 
intellecta veritate, distinguendum est de intellectu quia duplex est 
operatio | gr | intellectus, secundum Philosophum JII De anima,}8 
scilicet intellectus simplex et intellectus componens et dividens. Intellectu 
simplici bene possumus intelligere ens sive rationem entis non intelligendo 
rationem veri, tum quia alia est ratio entis, alia ratio veri, ut ostensum 
est — illa autem quae habent rationes distinctas, distincte apprehendi 
possunt — tum quia ratio entis est absoluta. Ratio veri dicit respectum 
ad intellectum, ut dictum est. Absolutum autem prius est relato; prius 
autem potest intelligi sine posteriori; igitur ratio entis vel essentiae sine 
ratione veritatis. 

Si autem loquamur de intellectu componente et dividente, sic dico 
quod cum huiusmodi intellectus componat rationes rerum ad invicem 
vel dividat, oportet quod consideret adaequationem intellectus. Nam 
si componat in intellectu sicut est in re, tunc est intellectus verus; si vero 
non, falsus. Unde Philosophus in Praedicamentis,}*® in eo quod res 
est vel non est, est ratio vera vel falsa. Veritas autem, ut supra dictum 
est, consistit in quadam adaequatione rei et intellectus. Igitur isto modo 
essentia rei sine eius veritate intelligi non potest. 

Ad rationem in contrarium cum dicit quod verum est id quod est etc., 
dicendum quod verum est quia idem sunt re verum et id quod est verum. 
Aliud tamen est id quod est verum et ratio veri sive alia est ratio entis, 
alia ratio veri, ut dictum est. Et ideo potest unum sine altero intelligi 
intellectu simplici apprehendente, non intellectu componente et dividente 
etc. 


[2z. Utrum intellectus noster prius intelligat universale quam particulare. | 


Consequenter quaerebatur de intelligendi ordine, utrum scilicet 
intellectus noster prius intelligat universale quam particulare. 
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Et quod particulare prius, arguebatur sic: prius est illud a quo aliquid 
abstrahitur quam illud quod abstrahitur. Sed intellectus abstrahit uni- 
versale a particulari. Ergo oportet prius esse in intellectu particulare 
quam universale, et ita prius intelligitur hoc quam illud. 


Contra. Prius est illud a quo non convertitur subsistendi consequentia, 
secundum Philosophum in Praedicamentis,1®° sed sequitur ‘Sortes 
ergo homo,’ et sequitur similiter, ‘homo ergo animal’ et non convertitur. 
Ergo prius est animal quam homo et prius homo quam Sortes. Ergo prius 
universale quam particulare. 


Responsio. ‘Prius’ dicitur dupliciter, secundum Philosophum I 
Physicorum,'*! scilicet quoad naturam vel quoad nos. Prius quoad natu- 
ram dupliciter etiam dicitur, scilicet prius perfectione vel generatione. 
Prius ordine generationis est universale quam particulare quia natura 
in operando procedit ab imperfecto ad perfectum. Universale autem sive 
indistinctum!*? imperfectius est quam particulare; ideo prius ordine 
generationis est universale quam particulare. Et ideo dicit Philosophus 
in libro De animalibus,1*3 quod prius generatur animal!%4 quam equus, 
etc. Si autem loquamur ‘prius’ de ordine perfectionis, sic prius est minus 
universale quam magis universale et prius particulare quam universale. 
Cuius ratio duplex est: una quia natura intendit ens perfectum et com- 
pletum, quod est particulare non universale. Ilud autem quod est ulti- 
mum in operatione, illud est primum in intentione. Unde cum parti- 
culare in operatione sit ultimum, erit in intentione primum. Alia ratio 
est quia illud quod exit de potentia ad actum, non exit nisi per aliquid 
existens in actu. Unde cum natura exeat de potentia ad actum in gene- 
rando aliquod individuum, oportet ponere aliud individuum in actu 
producens illud, ut iste homo producit illum hominem, et ita iste homo 
actu prius est quam sit ille homo secundum aliquem gradum univer- 
salitatis. 


Si vero loquamur de priori quoad nos, sic possumus considerare istum 
ordinem tripliciter: scilicet vel secundum solam cognitionem sensualem, 
vel secundum solam cognitionem intellectualem, vel secundum ordinem 
unius ad alium. Si consideremus ordinem prioris et posterioris secundum 
cognitionem sensualem tantum, sic magis commune praecedit minus 
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commune, et commune et confusum praecedit particulare et distinctum, 
quod patet tam secundum locum quam secundum tempus. Secundum 
locum quia cum videmus aliquid a remotis, prius iudicamus illud esse 
corpus quam corpus animatum, et prius corpus animatum quam animal, 
et prius animal quam tale. Similiter secundum tempus | gv | prius vocant 
pueri omnes viros patres et omnes feminas matres et postea distinguunt, 
secundum Philosophum I Physicorum.1%5 


Si vero consideremus ordinem prioris et posterioris secundum cogni- 
tionem intellectualem tantum, sic adhuc prius cognoscimus universale 
quam particulare, nam intellectus noster intelligit cum quodam motu et 
discursu. Omne autem quod acquirit suam perfectionem per motum, 
prius pervenit ad medium quam ad terminum. Medium autem inter 
puram potentiam et actum completum intellectus est actus imperfectus 
qui est respectu universalis. Igitur prius intelligimus universale quam 
particulare. Ideo dicit Avicenna I Metaphysicae,1** quod primum quod 
apprehendit intellectus est ens quod est universalissimum. Et Philoso- 
phus in I Physicorum,'*? quod primo intelligimus universalia magis. 
Secus est autem de intellectu qui intelligit sine discursu, sicut est 
angelicus intellectus. Hic non prius pervenit ad medium quam ad ter- 
minum, sed statim est in termino et in actu completo. 


Si autem consideremus ordinem prioris et posterioris secundum 
habitudinem unius cognitionis ad aliam, sic — cum omnis nostra 
cognitio ortum habeat a sensu — oportet ponere cognitionem sen- 
sualem priorem esse cognitione intellectuali. Cum igitur sensus non 
cognoscat nisi singularia, oportet sic ponere cognitionem sensualem 
singularium praecedere cognitionem intelligibilem universalium, quia 
intellectus agens a singularibus sibi per sensus praesentatis abstrahit 
intentionem universalitatis, quia intellectus agens facit universalitatem 
in rebus, secundum Commentatorem.}%8 Et ideo universale aut nihil 
est aut per posterius est, secundum Philosophum J De anima.1*® 


Ad argumentum in contrarium cum dicit quod oportet prius esse 
particularia quia abstrahit etc., dicendum quod prius sunt particularia 
in sensu quam universalia in intellectu, quia intellectus abstrahit ab eis 
intentionem universalitatis, ut dictum est. Non tamen prius sunt parti- 
cularia quam universalia. 
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[22. Utrum species sit obiectum intellectus. ] 


Consequenter quaesitum fuit de intellectionis principio, scilicet de 
specie. Et erat quaestio utrum species sit obiectum intellectus. 

Arguitur quod sic quia intellectus in actu est intellectum in actu, 
sed intellectus in actu per speciem intelligibilem, ergo species intelligibilis 
est intellecta. Sed res intellecta est obiectum intellectus. Ergo species 
intelligibilis est obiectum intellectus. 

Contra. Sicut species sensibilis se habet ad sensum, sic species in- 
telligibilis ad intellectum. Sed species sensibilis erit obiectum intellectus. 

Responsio. Species intelligibilis secundum omnes est medium inter 
intellectum et rem intellectam, sed diversimode secundum diversos. 
Nam quidam ponunt quod sit medium inter potentiam et actum, et 
haec est opinio communis. Quidam vero quod sit medium inter actum 
et obiectum. 

Ponentes speciem intelligibilem esse medium inter potentiam et 
actum dicunt quod species est forma intellectus et principium eliciendi 
actum intelligendi. Principium autem non potest esse terminus unius 
et eiusdem actus! directus, sicut nec possibile est idem esse principium 
et finem eiusdem lineae rectae. Obiectum autem intellectus est terminus 
sive finis intelligendi. Igitur impossibile est speciem intelligibilem esse 
obiectum intellectus in actu directo, quia cum intellectus potentia imma- 
terialis est, nata est reflecti super actum suum et per consequens super 
actus principium. Ideo in actu reflexo potest species intelligibilis esse 
obiectum intellectus, non obstante quod sit principium. Nam licet in 
linea! recta non possit idem esse principium et finis, tamen in linea 
reflexa et circulari bene potest, quia circulus incipit ab eodem et termi- 
natur in idem. Sic est in actu reflexo intellectus. 

Ponentes? autem speciem esse medium inter actum et obiectum 
dicunt quod intellectus possibilis nihil recipit intra se ab extra, sed 
intellectus agens illustrans phantasmata facit illud de potentia intelligi- 
bili actu intelligibile. Et intellectus possibilis intuetur in phantasmate 
illustrato obiectum suum, non per speciem aliquam sibi impressam, sed 
tantum per speciem sibi obiectam in phantasmate. Isti necesse habent 
ponere quod species intelligibilis aliquo modo sit obiectum | ror | intel- 
lectus. Nam omne illud ad quod terminatur actus alicuius potentiae 
est obiectum eiusdem. Sed species intelligibilis terminat actum intellectus, 
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ut dicunt, quod est medium inter actum et obiectum. Ergo species intelli- 
gibilis est aliquo modo obiectum intellectus etiam in actu directo. Sed 
duplex est obiectum, scilicet primum et secundum. Obiectum primum 
dicitur illud quod primo terminat actum, sed tamen non complete. 
Unde non sistitur ibi sed ultra proceditur. Et sic potest species dici 
obiectum, ut imago in speculo aliquo modo terminat actum videndi, non 
tamen complete quia visio non sistitur ibi sed in re visa tantum. Sic 
species in phantasmate aliquo modo terminat actum intelligendi, non 
tamen complete. Obiectum autem secundum dicitur illud ad quod ter- 
minatur actus secundus, ita quod ibi sistitur nec ultra progreditur. 
Et sic non est species intelligibilis obiectum intellectus, sed res est extra 
tantum in actu directo. In actu tamen reflexo bene potest etiam isto 
modo esse obiectum intellectus, ut supra dictum est. 

Ad argumentum primum, tu dicis quod intellectus est intellectum 
in actu, dicendum quod verum est. Est enim res extra per similitudinem 
ipsius et ex hoc non sequitur quod similitudo sit intellecta, sed quod sit 
similitudo rei intellectae. 

Ad aliud, tu dicis quod species sensibilis non est obiectum sensus etc., 
dicendum quod non est simile quia intellectus natus est reflecti super 
se, sensus autem non. 


(23. Utrum caritas possit acquiri ex operibus nostris. | 


Consequenter circa hominis affectum quaerebatur unum, scilicet 
utrum caritas possit acquiri ex operibus nostris. 

Quod sic arguebatur: ex similibus operibus generantur similes habitus, 
secundum Philosophum IJ Ethicorum;'43 sed ex operibus caritatis 
aliquis habitus generatur ut probabo; ergo ille habitus genitus erit 
habitus caritatis. Probatio minoris: maioris efficaciae sunt opera poten- 
tiae habituatae quam potentiae nudae, secundum Philosophum,™4 
sed ex operibus potentiae nudae generatur habitus; ergo multo fortius 
ex operibus potentiae habituatae, habitu caritatis maxime. 

Contra. Caritas est Dei donum pure, ergo non ex nostro opere. 

Responsio. punt quidam novi qui dicunt omnino quod caritas generari 
potest ex operibus caritatis, non quidem caritas gratuita, sed aliat® 
sibi consimilis quae informis esse potest et tamen caritas nuncupari debet. 
Quod ostendunt tam a parte causae quam a parte effectus. Ex parte 
causae sic: quia omnis actus manens in agente derelinquit aliquod 
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vestigium sive impressionem in suo subiecto, si subiectum sit tale 
quod possit aliquam146 impressionem retinere — hoc dico propter 
sensum qui non est natus retinere impressionem; sed actus caritatis est 
actus manens in agente; ergo aliquam impressionem reliquit in ipso 
subiecto suo. Ista impressio, quaero, quid est? Aut est augmentum 
caritatis iam habitae, aut aliqua nova dispositio per se. Augmentum 
esse non potest quia caritas infusa augetur a solo Deo. Ergo est aliqua 
dispositio per se. Sed omnis dispositio per frequentationem actuum 
firmari potest in habitu. Ergo talis impressio habitus erit. Sed habitus 
genitus ex actibus similis est principio illorum actuum. Ergo cum gene- 
retur ex actibus caritatis, similis erit caritati et ita caritas potest}4’ 
appellari. 

Ex effectu ostendunt hoc idem sic: sint hic duo homines quorum unus 
exercitatus est in operibus per viginti annos, alius per unum diem tantum. 
Ambo cadant simul a caritate. Certum est quod ille qui per viginti annos 
habuit caritatem habilior erit, promptior ad opera conformia caritati 
quam alius. Ergo hoc erit per aliquem!§ habitum ex operibus caritatis 
acquisitum. Cum igitur iste habitus ex operibus caritatis generetur et ad 
opera similia disponat, videtur quod caritas dici debeat. 

Sed videtur mihi ad praesens quod aliter dicendum sit. Nam sicut 
videmus in istis naturalibus quod quaedam sunt quorum dispositio 
et complementum est ab operibus naturae ut in animalibus brutis — 
puta equo et asino et huiusmodi — quaedam vero quorum dispositio est 
ab opere naturae complementum ab extra | Iov | — ut patet in anima 
rationali et homine, sic in moralibus. Quidam sunt habitus quorum dis- 
positio et complementum sunt ab opere nostro, ut habitus virtutum 
cardinalium — fortitudo, temperantia et huiusmodi — quidam vero 
sunt quorum dispositio est ab opere nostro, perfectio et complementum 
ab extra ut a Deo, ut sunt habitus theologici — ut fides, spes, caritas. 
Dico ergo quod ex operibus caritatis generatur aliquae dispositio ad quam 
de condigno sequitur augmentum ipsius caritatis a Deo. Nullus ergo 
novus habitus generatur, sed nova dispositio praevia ad antiqui habitus 
augmentum. Quod si cadat a caritate manebit illa dispositio informis 
et imperfecta quae nec caritas nec habitus dici potest nisi aequivoce, 
sicut nec™® foetus in ventre — non infusa anima — potest dici homo vel 
animal, nec homo!*® mortuus potest dici homo. Et per hoc patet ad 
argumentum in contrarium. 
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(24. Utrum visio fiet extra mittendo vel intus suscipiendo.] 


Consequenter quaerebatur de homine per respectum ad sensum, et 
erat quaestio utrum visio fiet extra mittendo vel intus suscipiendo. 

Et quod extra mittendo videtur per Augustinum De quantitate 
animae, 45 capitulo,1®! “Visus se foras porrigit et per oculos emittat 
longius [quaqua] versum potest lustrare quod cernimus. Unde fit ut 
ibi potius videat ubi est id quod videt, quam unde erumpit ut videat.” 
Ecce expressa auctoritas. 

Contra. Videre est pati. Passio autem omnis est in patiente. Ergo 
videre est per aliquid receptum in vidente, non per aliquid emissum ab 
eodem. 

Responsio. Ad istam quaestionem, sciendum quod omnis actio natura- 
lis fit per contactum. Unde quia actio et passio naturalis fundantur in 
motu, ideo est quod dicit Philosophus VII Physicorum,1® et probat 
quod in omni genere motus oportet quod movens et motum sint simul. 
Et hoc etiam ostendit in motu sensuum et actione et passione eorum 
dicens: ‘‘Huic quidem aer est continuus, aeri autem continuatur corpus, 
et sic superficies quaedam ad lumen, lumen autem ad visum, etc.” 
Sic etiam ponit in aliis sensibus. Iste autem contactus non potest fieri 
per simultatem ipsorum sensibilium et sensuum quia sensibile super sen- 
sum positum non sentitur, secundum Philosophum.? Igitur oportet 
quod hoc fiat per aliquid emissum ab altero istorum ad alterum, et circa 
haec sunt opiniones. Nam aliqui ponunt haec fieri per aliquid emissum 
ab oculis ad rem visam. Alii e converso per aliquid emissum a re visa ad 
oculum sive visum. Tertii dicunt quod utroque modo. 

Primi habent pro se multa exempla, nam dicit Philosophus De 
somno et vigilia,1** quod mulier in menstruis existens inficit speculum 
aspectu suo. Item Avicenna VJ Naturalis parte 3,1°° dicit quod leones 
et serpentes vident in tenebris. Et similiter dicitur si lupus viderit homi- 
nem reddit eum raucum. Haec omnia fieri non possent nisi aliquid emit- 
teretur a visu ad rem visam. Igitur, ut dicunt, necesse est ponere visi- 
onem fieri extra mittendo. Ista fuit positio antiquorum philosophorum sed 
istam improbat Auctor Perspectivae libro I1;456 Avicenna VI Naturalis 
parte 3 prolixe valde; item Commentator circa De sensu et sensato.'°" 
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Propter quod quidam novi volentes concordare antiquos cum novis 
philosophis, maxime quia Augustinus?§ hoc videtur dicere expresse 
in multis locis, dicunt quod visio fiat utroque modo. Quod peius reputo 
quam primum, nam alterum superflueret sicut probat Auctor Per- 
spectivae’®® ubi supra evidenter. 

Dico ergo ad quaestionem quod quantum ad actum videndi nihil 
penitus emittitur ad visum, sed tantum intus suscipitur. Quod breviter 
ostendo ex quatuor: scilicet ex aliorum sensuum conformitate, ex sen- 
tiendi passibilitate, ex qualitate emissi radii, et ex activitate obiecti. 

Ex sensuum conformitate arguitur sic: eorum quae genere unum sunt 
est unus modus genere agendi. Sed omnes sensus sunt unius generis, ergo 
debent habere unum modum agendi. Alii autem sensus sunt per recep- 
tionem ad intra, ergo et visus. Nam de aliis patet discurrendo per singulos: 
sic fit auditus, sic odoratus, sic ceteri omnes. 

Ex sentiendi passibilitate arguitur sic: nam videre est quodam pati 
sicut universaliter sentire, secundum | 11r | Philosophum!® et etiam 
secundum Augustinum De quantitate animae.*®* Sed de ratione passionis 
est recipere aliquid ab alio secundum quod aliud, non emittere aliquid 
in aliud. Unde Philosophus V Metaphysicae:1® potentia passiva est 
secundum quam possibile est aliquid moveri ab alio secundum quod aliud. 
Igitur de ratione videndi erit intus suscipere non extra emittere. 

Tertio, hoc patet ex qualitate radii emissi. Nam radius emissus?% 
inter rem visam et potentiam visivam, aut est quid animatum aut in- 
animatum. Si inanimatum, ergo per illud nihil sentiet; nullum enim 
inanimatum sentire potest. Si sit animatum, ergo radius erit corpus quia 
nihil est subiectum animae nisi corpus; sed hoc est impossibile; ergo 
primum. Nam si sit corpus, tunc cum videmus stellas, totum corpus 
egreditur ab oculis quod replet totum spatium inter caelum et terram, 
et hoc sine diminutione oculi, quod est falsum. Iterum cum motus 
corporis fiat cum magna mora temporis, visio nec fiet in instanti nec 
in tempore imperceptibili, quod est contra omnes loquentes de visu. 
Haec est ratio Commentatoris De sensu et sensatol*t et Avicennae 
III De anima.’®* 
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Ex activitate obiecti arguitur sic: quia de ratione omnium sensibilium 
est quod faciant suas similitudines in medio et organis sensuum et quod 
moveant ipsos sensus. Unde dicit Philosophus!®6 quod color est moti- 
vum!6? visus secundum actum lucidi. Unumquodque autem sufficienter 
cognoscitur per similitudinem suam, nam similitudo est principium 
cognitionis. Igitur similitudo rei recepta in oculo videntis sufficit ad actum 
videndi absque aliquo alio emisso. Et hoc est quod vult sanctus Augu- 
stinus XI libro De Trinitate, capitulo [g]!68 expresse — quidquid dicat 
alibi — dicit enim sic: “A specie quippe corporis ... quod cernitur, 
exoritur ea quae fit in sensu cernentis; et ab hac ea quae fit in memoria.” 
Et sic gradatim numerat quatuor species quarum quaelibet exoritur ab 
alia: secunda a prima, tertia a secunda, et quarta de tertia etc. Adhuc 
sunt multae aliae rationes quas, qui voluerit videre quaerat in supra- 
dictis auctoribus. 

Ad auctoritatem Augustini De quantitate animae,1® dico ad prae- 
sens quod loquebatur secundum opinionem Platonicorum quorum doc- 
trina adhuc imbutus erat in novitate suae conversionis. Sed postmodum 
correxit se sicut patet in auctoritate praeallegata, XI De Trinitate.17° 

Ad exempla illa supra posita etc., dico quod non negamus aliquid 
ab oculis emitti, sicut ab aliis corporibus mediante quod vel inficiant 
specula vel illuminent media vel faciant quaecumque alia, sed quantum 
ad rationem videndi nihil penitus emittunt. Et hoc sufficit ad praesens. 


{25. Utrum spiritus coniunctus possit esse alibi quam in corpore quod 
vegetat. ] 


Consequenter quaerebatur de homine per respectum ad totum con- 
junctum, et erat quaestio utrum spiritus coniunctus possit esse alibi 
quam in corpore quod vegetat. 

Probabatur quod sic, quia dicitur quod beatus Ambrosius, cele- 
brans missam Mediolano, dixit se interfuisse exeterris beati Martini?” 


etc. 
Contra. Spiritus angelicus, ubi operatur ibi est, ut dicit Damasce- 


nus}"* érgo multo fortius spiritus coniunctus. Sed ubi vegetat corpus 
\ 
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ibi operatur, ergo ubi vegetat corpus ibi est. Sed non potest simul esse 
in pluribus locis, ergo non potest esse alibi quam ubi corpus vegetat. 

Responsio. Quod spiritus coniunctus essentialiter sive substantialiter 
esse alibi quam ubi corpus vegetat, corpore vivente, est impossibile quia 
aut hoc esset simul dum vegetat corpus aut successive. Simul autem 
esse non potest, nam cum sit substantia quaedam creata et limitata, 
definitur ad locum necessario. Definiri autem loco est ita esse hic quod 
non alibi. Igitur spiritus coniunctus simul dum corpus vegetat, esse alibi 
quam ubi corpus vegetat, nullo modo potest. 

Successive autem si esset tantum motor corporis secundum locum 
ut angelus, bene posset. Posset enim cessare a motu corporis istius per 
aliquod spatium et alibi ire et iterum recedendo idem corpus resumere. 
Sed ex quo non tantum est motor corporis sed forma dans vitam eidem, 
actus autem informandi simul et actus vitae sine corruptione inter- 
rumpi non possunt, nam cum interrumpuntur, corrumpuntur. Unde cum 
interrumpatur actus informandi, corrumpitur compositum; cum vero 
interrumpitur actus vitae, moritur animal sive vivum. Sequitur | IIv | 
quod spiritus coniunctus nec simul nec successive potest esse alibi quam 
ubi corpus vegetat. 

Ad argumentum de Sancto Ambrosio, dico quod illud factum fuit 
in visione per revelationem alicuius spiritus separati, puta angelici vel 
divini, non per translationem spiritus coniuncti. Quomodo autem et quot 
modis hoc possit fieri, docet pulchre Sanctus Augustinus XII Super 
Genesim ad litteram,'*3 ex quibus breviter tangam auctoritates. Nam ut 
ait, capitulo 44, ‘“Certum est spiritualem quamdam naturam in nobis esse 
ubi corporalium rerum formantur similitudines.’’ Primus, sive cum, ali- 
quod corpus sensui obicitur; secundus, sive cum absens, notum prius 
cogitatur; tertius, sive cum abest nec est motum, et tamen aliqualiter 
cogitatione versatur; quartus, sive cum quod non est, pro opinione 
vel arbitrio cogitatur; quintus, sive undecumque vagante anima, corporis 
similitudo in animo versatur; sextus, sive cum aliquid agendum totaliter 
in futuro, mente tractatur; septimus, sive cum anima in ipso actu lo- 
quendi vel agendi occupatur. Et isti septem modi similitudinis sunt 
proprie modi cogitationum. Octavus, sive cum a dormientibus somnia 
videntur; nonus, sive cum turbantur mala valitudine itinera sentiendi ;174 
decimus, sive cum ingravescente morbo itinera sentiendi intercluduntur. 
Et haec tria dicuntur visa quae quandoque sunt significantia, quandoque 
non, sed phantasiae tantum. Undecimus, sive cum rapitur anima ab 
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aliquo spiritu nec tamen omnino avertitur a sensibus; duodecimus, 
sive cum rapitur ita quod omnino avertitur a sensibus corporis. Et haec 
proprie dicuntur visiones spirituales, et haec etiam, ut putat Augusti- 
nus, semper sunt significantia. Unde de isto genere forte fuit visio beati 
Ambrosii. Et haec de ista quaestione sufficiant ad praesens. 


[26. Utrum beata Virgo habuerit tantam caritatem post conceptionem 
Filii sui ut semper esset in actu diligendi Deum.] 


Consequenter quaerebantur quaedam de homine spirituali, quorum 
quaedam respiciebant speciales personas, quaedam speciales status, 
quaedam speciales contractus, quaedam speciales defectus. 

Circa speciales personas quaerebantur duo specialiter de beata 
Virgine. Primum erat utrum beata Virgo habuerit tantam caritatem!75 
post conceptionem Filii sui ut semper esset in actu diligendi Deum. 
Secundum erat utrum beata Virgo plus gaudebat de Filii sui conceptione, 
nativitate vel resurrectione. 

Ad primam quaestionem argutum fuit sic. Beata Virgo habuit vel 
habere debuit quidquid alicui viatori dari potuit. Sed esse [in actu] 
diligendi sine interruptione alii sancto concessum fuit, sicut legitur in 
vitis patrum de quodam, ut dicebat. Ergo et multo magis beatae Virgini 
concedi debuit. 

Contra. Beata Virgo viatrix fuit non habens in via privilegium com- 
prehensorum; sed esse in actu continuo diligendi Deum videtur esse 
proprium comprehensorum, non viatorum; ergo beata Virgo, licet plena 
gratia et caritate fuerit, videtur quod illud privilegium non habuerit. 

Responsio. Duplex est actus caritatis, scilicet actus primus — qui 
est actus ut habitus — et istum actum continue habebat, non solum 
a conceptione Filii sed a conceptione sui, scilicet a prima sanctificatione 
quia caritatem semel habitam numquam perdidit quia numquam 
actualiter peccavit. Alius est actus caritatis qui est diligere, de quo 
sciendum quod, ut dicit Philosophus X Ethicorum,*"* actus speculativae 
partis magis possunt esse continui inter omnes actus humanos, maxime 
illi qui circa substantias sunt separatas. Cum igitur dilectio Dei pertineat 
ad partem spectlativam animae prout dividitur contra partes inferiores 
et sic etiam circa substantiam maxime separatam, scilicet Deum, maxime 
potest talis actus esse continuus, quia minime indiget exterioribus ad- 
miniculis ad sui complementum. Duplex est autem actus caritatis etiam 


175 caritatem] castitatem MS. 
176 Bit. NiC., X97; 1177 a 22. 


8 Franciscan Studies 1963 


II4 FERDINAND ETZKORN, O.F.M. 


secundus, ut dicit sanctus Augustinus I De doctrina Chnistiana,\"" 
scilicet actus fruendi et actus utendi. Actus fruendi dicitur quo directe et 
finaliter tendit mens in Deum vel perfecte et!’ complete in patria, vel 
incomplete et quantum possibile est in via. Iste autem actus etsi magis 
| Lar | incomparabiliter fuerit continuus in Domina nostra quam umquam 
fuerit in aliquo alio et magis intensus, non audeo tamen dicere sine 
auctoritate maiore quod semper dum vixit, fuerit in ea continuus, quia 
hoc videtur esse privilegium comprehensorum. Actus autem utendi 
duplex est, scilicet vel cum habituali relatione ad Deum — et sic habent 
actum utendi continuum etiam alii sancti — vel cum actuali relatione, 
et sic sola Virgo gloriosa continue dum vigilavit utebatur rebus aliis 
a Deo actualiter, scilicet, in Ipsum referendo omnia, habitualiter autem 
dum dormivit et forte aliquo modo actu. 

Ad quorum determinationem sciendum quod causa, quare non pos- 
sumus esse in actu continuo dilectionis Dei, est propter pondus corporis 
corruptibilis cui anima secundum statum praesentem uniri habet, quia 
corpus quod corrumpitur, aggravat animam. [Sap. 9, 15] Aggravat autem 
animam duobus modis, scilicet propter actiones corporales quibus indi- 
gemus in praesenti, vel propter passiones corporales. 

Primo modo non poterat beata Virgo retrahi ab actu diligendi quia, 
cum esset maxime a mundo sequestrata, fuit ab omni cura et sollicitudine 
elongata in tantum, ut dicit Iervonymus,1”® quod fuit dedicata et nullis 
usibus apta nisi divinis. Unde si quo forte indigebat ministerio Ioseph 
et Ioannis, allatum fuit ad nutum assistente sibi, et custodia angelica 
necnon et divina sibi condescendente providentia ad votum. 

Passiones autem in nobis duobus modis sunt, scilicet culpabiles et 
poenales. Passionibus culpabilibus, cuiusmodi sunt concupiscentia, ira et 
huiusmodi, impediri non potuit quia in ea fomes et radix omnem talium 
passionum in secunda sanctificatione totaliter extincta fuit. Et quantum 
diminuitur cupiditas tantum crescit caritas, secundum Augustinum.189 
Ideo in ea caritas Dei in tantum abundavit, quod praeceptum illud in via 
singulariter adimplevit, Diliges dominum Deum tuum ex toto corde, etc. 
[Maitt. 22, 37] 

Passiones poenales quaedam sunt innaturales, cuiusmodi sunt in- 
firmitates corporis ut febres, paralyses et huiusmodi; quibus, ut credo, 
non fuit multum fatigata. Quaedam vero sunt naturales ut fames, sitis, 
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somnus et huiusmodi. Quantum ad famem, sitim et huiusmodi, credo 
quod satis paucis contenta fuit, nec super escas semetipsam effudit, 
sed sobrie et cum timore et amore Dei cibos pro tempore sumpsit, actua- 
liter etiam totum in laudem referens summi Largitoris. Sed de somno 
quid dicam? Dicit enim Philosophus in I Ethicorum,'®! quod 
secundum dimidium vitae non differt felix ab infelice, nisi forte quia 
habet meliora phantasmata. Et simile dixit sanctus Eadmundus 
Cantuariensis!® archiepiscopus, scilicet quod nullum tempus reputavit 
amissum nisi dum dormivit quia inquit, ‘““Sive comedam sive bibam sive 
quidquid aliud faciam, semper possum. actu cogitare de Deo; dormiendo 
autem non possum.” Et totum tempus reputavit amissum in quo actu 
de Deo non cogitavit. Numquid beata Virgo aliquod tempus amisit ? 
Ad minus istud est certum, quod habitu etiam dormiens omnia referebat 
in Deum. Et habuit etiam meliora phantasmata, secundum Philo- 
sophum,'83 ex motibus melioribus in vigilia derelicta. Quare non meliora 
carismata? Si enim Adam in dormiendo habere potuit usum rationis 
in paradiso quando immisit Dominus soporem in Adam [Gen. 2, 21] — 
ut dicunt quidam magistri — negabimus hoc Matri Domini? Absit! 
Dicunt enim quod somnus est quies virium sensualium cum intensione 
naturalium ; sopor vero quies sensibilium cum intensione intellectualium. 
Talem soporem immittere potuit in Mariam ut sic, et natura sufficienter 
recrearetur et ipsius non minueretur dilectio et delectatio. Simile legimus 
de Salomone [III Reg. 3, 11] quod, scilicet, dormiens sapientiam petiit 
et accepit, quod sine aliquo usu intellectus fieri, ut credo, non potuit. 

Dico igitur breviter recolligens praedicta, quod Virgo beata quantum 
ad actum primum caritatis, continue fuit in actu dormiens et vigilans; 
quantum ad actum secundum vel fruendi vel utendi distinctim in vigilia 
semper et continue | 12v | fuit, et in somno etiam non numquam. Sed 
utrum semper fuerit nec nego nec assero. Unum tamen scio, quod possi- 
bile Deo fuit immo facile sibi hoc dare, et possibile hoc recipere. 

Ad argumenta, tu dicis quod hoc fuit datum alicui sancto, et ego 
dico quod si alicui fuit hoc datum, superexcellenter fuit Matri Domini 
coliatum. Sed utrum fuerit datum alicui, nondum legi. 

Ad aliud, tt, dicis quod hoc est proprium comprehensorum etc., dico 
quod esse in continuo actu fruendi Deo et utendi simul coniunctum et hoc 
fruendi facie ad faciem est proprium comprehensorum. Sed esse in con- 
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tinuo actu fruendi Deo — secundum quod possibile est in via — et utendi, 
disiunctim et vicissim potuit creaturae in via tali qualis fuit Mater 
Domini communicari. Haec tamen sine assertione dicta sint. 


[27. Utrum beata Virgo plus gaudebat de Filii conceptione, nativitate, 
vel resurrectione.] 


Ad sequentem quaestionem qua quaeritur utrum beata Virgo plus 
gaudebat de Filii conceptione, nativitate vel resurrectione, respondeo sine 
argumentis quod gaudium in nobis ex duobus causatur, scilicet ex 
dispositione gaudentis et ex occasione obiecti delectabilis. Nam ut dicit 
Avicenna VI Naturalis, parte 4,1*4 illi qui melius sunt dispositi secun- 
dum complexionem, ut sanguinei quia habent spiritus magis subtiles 
et claros ex minori occasione gaudent, quam illi qui minus bene sunt 
dispositi, ut melancholici qui habent spiritus magis grossos et turbulentos. 
Dispositio autem ad gaudium spiritus est caritas. Unde Apostolus, 
Fructus spiritus est caritas, gaudium, etc. (Gal. 5. 22] Unde qui plus habet 
de caritate melius est dispositus ad hilaritatem et spiritus iocunditatem. 
Sed beata Virgo aequalem caritatem habuit in conceptione, nativitate 
et resurrectione quia tantum recepit in conceptione quantum capere 
potuit quia plena fuit, secundum verbum Gabrielis.1®> Igitur quantum 
est ex dispositione gaudentis aequaliter in omnibus praedictis ad gaudium 
disposita fuit, nisi forte per accidens propter ipsam novitatem, quia nova 
magis movent, plus gaudivit18* in conceptione quando de novo super- 
vent in eam Spiritus Sanctus et virtus altissimt obumbravit eidem.18? 

Si autem respicimus dispositionem sive occasionem obiecti, sic dico 
quod secundum se est maius, magis movet ad gaudium. Possumus ergo 
ista tria considerare secundum se absolute vel unum in ordine ad alterum. 
Si secundum se considerentur, sic credo maius esse gaudium in con- 
ceptione quia maius fuit obiectum propter duo. Unum a parte prolis quia 
fuit factus simul Deus et homo in virginali utero. Aliud a parte parentis, 
scilicet quia fuit simul mater et virgo, mater Dei, mater Unigeniti etc. 
Quia ergo ista fuerunt maxima miracula quae umquam fuerunt vel 
umquam erunt, una cum hoc quod fuit tunc praescientia omnium 
futurorum tam nativitatis [plenae] miraculis quam resurrectionis in- 
effabilis, dico quod in conceptione habuit maiorem occasionem gaudii 
quam umquam postea in vita praesenti habuerit. Quia tamen sensibilia 
praesentia in actu fortius movent, ideo dico quod licet ipsa praesciverit 
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omnia, tamen quando actu fuerunt exhibita, renovabatur ipsius gaudium 
per singula. 

Et ita si consideremus illa tria secundum ordinem quam habent 
ad invicem quo unum includit alterum, ut nativitas includit praecon- 
ceptionem, resurrectio nativitatem et conceptionem simul, sic dico quod 
plus gaudebat in nativitate quam in conceptione et in resurrectione 
quam in nativitate vel conceptione, quia sicut nativitas includit con- 
ceptionem et adhuc amplius, sic gaudium nativitatis includit gaudium 
conceptionis et aliquid addit de novo ultra. Et sic de resurrectione sine 
praeiudicio dico respectu aliorum.188 


QUODLIBET II 


{z. Utrum Deus possit facere substantiam spiritualem, puta angelum 
vel animam, successive. ] 


Sicut docet Augustinus, 83 Quaestionum, [q.] 67,1 omnis sapientiae 
disciplina quae ad homines erudiendos pertinet est Creatorem creaturam- 
que dignoscere; propter quod quaestiones in generali disputatione ad 
nostram eruditionem nuper propositae, quaedam pertinebant ad notitiam 
Creatoris, quaedam ad notitiam creaturae. 

Circa Creatorem vero quaerebantur quaedam respicientia ipsum 
in quantum est principium creationis, quaedam in quantum medium 
nostrae iustificationis, quaaedam in quantum obiectum nostrae beatifi- 
cationis. Circa Deum in quantum principium creationis quaerebantur duo. 

Primum fuit utrum Deus possit facere substantiam spiritualem, puta 
angelum vel animam, successive. 

Arguebatur quod sic, quia quando aliqua excedunt se secundum 
gradus perfectionis substantialis quantum ad eorum esse, Deus potest 
alicui dare primo primum, gradum, deinde ceteros successive quantum ad 
eorum fieri. Sed, secundum aliquos, omnes angeli sunt eiusdem speciei 

\ 
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et excedunt se secundum gradus perfectionis substantialis, ut ipse 
supposuit non probavit. Ergo Deus potest aliquem angelum producere 
successive. 

Contra. Substantia spiritualis multo simplicior est quam substantia 
corporalis, sed substantia corporalis non potest produci successive ab 
agente creato virtutis finitae. Et ideo dicit Philosophus? quod 
generatio® simpliciter fit in instanti. Ergo multo minus substantia 
spiritualis ab agente increato virtutis infinitae quia quanto maior est 
virtus agentis tanto velocius agit. 

Responsio. Successio in actione vel productione alicuius effectus 
causatur ex duobus, scilicet ex virtute agentis et ex divisibilitate effectus. 
Quanto enim virtus agentis fuerit fortior tanto actio eius est velocior 
ceteris paribus. Unde cum virtus divina infinita sit — si esset agens ex 
necessitate naturae — nulla eius actio esset successiva, sed omnia quae 
immediate ageret, ageret in instanti. Et ideo dicit Commentator super 
II Metaphysicae,* quod si Deus immediate moveret primum caelum, 
moveret in instanti. Sed quia movet caelum mediate vel motore intelli- 
gentia coniuncta, hinc est quod motus caeli successionem habet a motore 
coniuncto, ut ipse dicit, perpetuitatem a primo, et non est verum quod 
dicit. Sed quia primus motor non movet secundum impetum naturae 
sed secundum determinationem suae voluntatis et sapientiae, ideo 
movet aliqua successive, aliqua in instanti sicut placet sibi. 

Secundae causa successionis est ex effectu, nam si effectus fuerit 
divisibilis, capax est successivae productionis; si autem fuerit indivisi- 
bilis, non est capax successionis. Sicut enim in motu locali, si locus sit 
partibilis potest ibi esse successio, si vero impartibilis fuerit, impossibile 
est quod recipiat successionem quia hoc includeret contradictionem; 
sic in motu ad formam: si forma fuerit divisibilis poterit esse successio, 
si non, non potest. Et propter hoc, via ad videndum veritatem huius 
quaestionis est primo videre si substantia angeli vel animae fuerit divisi- 
bilis vel non. 

Circa quod sciendum quod de divisibilitate formae sive substantialis 
sive accidentalis multiplex est opinio. Dicunt enim quidam! sic: quod 
forma sive haec sive illa, id est substantialis vel accidentalis, considerari 
potest dupliciter, scilicet vel in se vel secundum quod participatur ab 
alio, puta materia vel subjecto. 

2 Physic. V, 1; 225 a 27. 
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Si consideremus formam in se, sic dicunt quod nulla forma divisibilis 
est nec substantialis nec accidentalis, sed sicut dicit auctor Sex princi- 
prorum,® forma est compositioni contingens in (!) simplici et invariabili 
essentia consistens. Haec enim definitio, ut dicit, convenit omni formae 
[tam] substantiali quam accidentali et hoc verum est, dicunt isti, secun- 
dum. quod consideratur in se. 

Si vero consideretur secundum esse quod habet in? materia, hoc 
potest esse dupliciter, nam in materia corporali ad minus est considerare 
dimensionem a qua numquam denudatur, secundum Commenta- 
torem,® et potentiam sive dispositionem quam habet ad formam. 

Si consideremus ipsam dimensionem, sic dicunt® quod omnis forma 
educta de potentia materiae divisibilis est sive substantialis sive acciden- 
talis. Cuius ratio est quia, cum omnis forma talis uniatur materiae 
mediantibus | 13 v | dimensionibus vel terminatis vel interminatis — 
dimensiones autem secundum se divisibiles sunt — necesse est tales 
formas divisibiles esse; sed talis divisio convenit formae per accidens, 
scilicet ad divisionem alterius per se. Sic enim dividitur aqua ad quan- 
titatis divisionem et forma albedinis ad divisionem superficiei. 

Si vero consideremus ipsam potentiam vel dispositionem ad formam, 
sic cum materia in dispositione ultima quando suscipit formam sub- 
stantialem, sit in prima potentia, secundum Philosophum V Physi- 
corum,!° necesse est eam, denudari ab omni forma contraria. Talis autem 
dispositio non suscipit magis et minus et ideo nec forma ad quam est. 
Propter quod dicunt!! quod omnis forma substantialis aequaliter recipitur 
in materia quia indivisibiliter. Alioquin generatio simpliciter esset 
successiva non subita et motus non mutatio cuius contrarium docet 
Philosophus et Commentator suus in V e¢ VI Physicorum,™ cuius 
rationem assignant tam ex individuitate dispositionis quam individui- 
tate formae. Materia vero in dispositione ad formam accidentalem 
cum primo recipit eam, non est in potentia simpliciter sed secundum 
quid. Cum tali autem potentia stat bene actus quamvis ideo forma 
accidentalis recipit admixtionem contrarii et secundum quod magis 
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expellitur contrarium, magis disponitur subiectum ad susceptionem 
talis formae et ipsam formam secundum maiorem et minorem gradum 
participat. Et propter hoc forma accidentalis divisibilis est et recipit 
magis et minus secundum esse quod habet in subiecto. Sic etiam dicunt 
de caritate et eius augmento. Unde Augustinus:!% quantum crescit 
caritas diminuitur cupiditas et e converso. Patet ergo secundum istum 
modum ponendi quod secundum se nulla forma est divisibilis nec sub- 
stantialis nec accidentalis. Secundum esse quod habet in materia corporea, 
si sit educta de potentia materiae extensive, omnis forma divisibilis 
est tam substantialis quam accidentalis. Intensive vero aliqua [sic] et 
aliqua non: ut forma accidentalis divisibilis est, substantialis non. 
Secundum hoc patet ad quaestionem propositam, nam si substantia 
angeli sit forma pura in se existens, indivisibilis est et ei omnino repugnat 
productio successiva. Si vero sit forma in materia — cum materia angeli 
non sit quanta quia incorporei sunt, adhuc substantialiter dividi non 
potest ac per hoc nec successive produci. 

Ista via multum concordat philosophiae sicut patet intuenti mentem 
Philosophi non superficialiter ubique fere. Et ideo alii contra eam 
theologice arguunt sic, quantum ad hoc dicit Aristoteles quod nulla 
substantia recipit magis et minus; quia si hoc esset verum, tunc anima 
Christi non esset nobilior in substantia vel natura quam anima Iudae 
quod est valde inconveniens ut videtur prima facie. 

Item quantum ad hoc quod dicunt quod forma aliqua non recipit 
magis et minus secundum se et tamen in materia vel subiecto potest 
recipere magis et minus, arguunt sic, quia magis et minus in materia 
procedit ex maioritate et minoritate formae in seipsa. Dicere ergo quod 
aliqua forma in se non habeat gradus, et tamen quod subiectum possit 
participare eam secundum gradus diversos, est dicere oppositum in 
adiecto. 

Ista solvuntur faciliter ab aliis, nam quod dicunt de anima Christi 
non est inconveniens. Non enim est magis inconveniens quod anima 
Christi sit aequalis animae Iudae in natura vel substantia quam quod sit 
eiusdem speciei cum ipsa, quod nullus potest negare, vel quam quod 
sit inferior in natura vel substantia diabolo quia in inferiori specie. Suf- 
ficit ergo quod anima Christi sit nobilior in naturalibus proprietatibus 
anima Iudae ad salvandam nobilitatem animae Christi, ne forte nimis 
nobilitates earum ponamus?® [esse] in animae!® specie quod est magis 
inconveniens nobis. 


13 Enchiridion 121, 32, PL 40, 288. 14 Pyaedicam. 5; 4 a 5—I0. 
15 eam add. MS. 16 animae] anima MS. 
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Ad aliud quod dicunt, quod nulla forma potest participari secundum 
magis et minus nisi in se habeat magis et minus, dicunt isti quod non est 
verum. Certum est enim quod forma in subiecto potest recipere magis 
et minus secundum partes extensivas et tamen in se nullam habet ex- 
tensionem. Quare non eodem modo potest habere gradus extensionis ? 
Item, virtute agentis non mutata, omnino potest actio ipsius recipi 
secundum magis et minus in subiecto magis vel minus disposito. Ergo 
pari ratione, forma immutabiliter permanente in se potest secundum 
magis et | I4r | minus participari in subiecto vel in materia. 

His tamen non obstantibus, propter ista ponunt alii!? quod omnis 
forma divisibilis est et substantialis et accidentalis, non tantum in 
materia vel subiecto sed etiam!* in seipsa. Ponunt enim in omni specie 
latitudinem infra cuius limites sunt multi gradus excedentes se secundum 
maiorem et minorem perfectionem, ita quod individua infra terminos 
latitudinis contenta possunt acquirere gradus perfectionis maioris et 
minoris non mutata ratione speciei. Aliter tamen in accidentibus et in 
substantia, quia in accidentibus unum et idem individuum primo acquirit 
gradum minus et postmodum magis perfectum, manente eadem specie 
et eodem individuo. In substantia autem non potest sic transire de 
gradu ad gradum quia quilibet gradus acquiritur a quolibet individuo 
et individuali, ita quod non potest acquirere gradum post gradum 
manente eodem individuo, nam uno gradu acquisito nullum alium potest 
acquirere. Aliud tamen individuum potest acquirere gradum perfectio- 
rem et tertium adhuc perfectiorem sed non unum et idem individuum, 
nam quemadmodum ponentes speciem consistere in indivisibili — omnes 
species infra terminos generis contentae, licet excedant se secundum 
maiorem et minorem perfectionem, acquirunt tamen gradum perfectionis 
suae indivisibiliter, et ideo si addatur aliquid vel subtrahatur, statim 
mutatur species — sic dicunt isti de individuis eiusdem speciei etiam 
si species latitudinem habeat, quia tamen singula gradum suum indivi- 
sibiliter acquirit.1® Ideo si aliquid addatur vel subtrahatur, mutatur 
individuum et per consequens non potest unum et idem individuum 
plures et diversos gradus acquirere successive. Secundum istam opinio- 


( 

17S. Bonaventura, Lg Sentead. 125.20 Teas llepasoosicumbcckhannay 
Q. tract. de anima, q. 3, ed. Spettmann, Beitrage ... XIX, 3 (1918) p. 378.; 
Quodl. Romanum, II, 3, pp. 27—33. Matthaeus ab Aquasparta, Q. de Incar- 
natione, q.9, BFS II, p. 169s.; Q. de anima XIII, q. 4 & q. 6, ed. Gondras 
(1961) EPM, L. 5958., 98 s.; Rogerus Marston, Quodl. II, 22, ed. Zavalloni 
(1951) PM II, pp. 180—199; Richardus de Mediavilla, De gradu formarum, 
Bee PM II, pp. 35—169. 

18 etiam] tamen vel cum MS. 

19 acquirit] acquiritur MS. 


122 FERDINAND ETZKORN, O.F.M. 


nem patet adhuc quod angelus, sive sit compositus ex materia et forma 
sive non, non potest produci successive, non obstante quod angeli 
excedant se secundum gradus perfectionis substantialis. 

Contra istam viam arguunt aliqui quod si hoc verum [esset] quod 
individua eiusdem speciei excederent se secundum gradus essentiae, tunc 
illud individuum, quod plures gradus vel excellentiorem gradum speciei 
haberet, verius esset in specie(?) quam aliud. Et sic unus homo esset 
magis homo quam alius et unus angelus magis angelus quam alius quod 
est falsum. 

Sed illud non cogit quia nomen speciei imponitur aequaliter singulis 
illis gradibus infra limites eiusdem speciei continentis. Exemplum: 
species infra limites generis contentae. Certum est quod excedunt se 
secundum perfectionem maiorem et minorem et tamen aequaliter prae- 
dictionem generis suscipiunt. Non enim est homo magis animal quam 
equus licet magis perfectum animal sit quam equus. Sic de diversis 
individuis infra limites speciei continentis. Etiam dato quod excedant se 
secundum gradus perfectionis substantialis, aequaliter tamen recipiunt 
speciei praedicationem. Sed illud exemplum forte calumniabile est, 
quidquid sit de re ipsa. 

Propter quod dicunt tertii quod aliqua forma substantialis divisibilis 
est secundum gradus perfectionis substantialis et in se, et secundum 
quod participatur a materia; aliqua non, nam substantia vel substantialis 
forma perfecta non suscipit magis et minus nec est divisibilis secundum 
tales gradus aliquo modo. Propter quod de talibus intelligendum est 
verbum Philosophi in Praedicamentis,?° cum dicit quod proprium est 
substantiae non suscipere magis et minus, et in VIII Metaphysicae,™ 
cum dicit quod formae se habent ut numeri, quia subtracto vel addito 
aliquo statim mutatur species; et similiter aliae auctoritates consimiles. 

Substantia autem sive forma substantialis imperfecta, puta elemen- 
taris, divisibilis est et suscipit magis et minus, sicut expresse dicit 
Commentator super III De caelo et [mundo/,* quia sunt quasi mediae 
inter formas perfectas et accidentia. Et ideo participant aliquid cum 
utroque,?* nam suscipiunt magis et minus cum accidentibus et dant 
tamen esse simpliciter cum substantiis. Ideo etiam in mixto remittuntur 
formae elementorum usque ad suas medietates. Alioquin mixtum non 
esset aliquid unum simpliciter, ut dicit ibidem Commentator, contra 

20 Pyraedicam. 5; 4 a 5—IO. 

21 Meta. VIII, 3; 1043 b 33—1044 a4. 

22 In III De caelo et mundo, t.c. 67, V, f£: 105 b. 


23 utroque] utrique MS. 
24 In III De caelo et mundo, t.c. 67, V. f. 105 b. 
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| 14v | Avicennam,?® qui posuit elementa esse actu in mixto remissis 
tantum qualitatibus suis activis et passivis. 

Secundum istam viam quae est Fratris Richardi?* dicendum esset 
ad quaestionem quod si angeli essent substantiae imperfectae ut elementa, 
possibile esset eos produci successive; unde et ipse concedit propter hoc 
quod generatio elementorum sit successiva. Sed cum constet quod 
teneant gradum supremum inter omnes substantias creatas, planum est 
etiam secundum istos, quod successive produci non possunt. 

Ex dictis, iam patet quomodo secundum quosdam nulla forma sub- 
stantialis est divisibilis, nec in se nec in materia; secundum alios, quod 
omnis forma suscipit magis et minus, et in se et in materia; secundum 
tertios, quod aliqua suscipit magis et minus et in se et in materia, aliqua 
vero nec in se nec in materia. Omnes tamen in hoc concordant quod 
substantia cuiuslibet angeli vel animae sit in gradu indivisibili ac per hoc 
non potest successive produci. Est adhuc quarta opinio?’? sed quoniam 
adhuc nimis recens est, praesentibus non inserui. 

Notandum est ergo quod substantia potest intelligi esse divisibilis 
quadrupliciter, scilicet secundum partes dimensionales sicut substantia 
corporea; secundum partes essentiales sicut dicimus de caritate, quae 
meretur augeri ut aucta mereatur et perfici, secundum Augustinum,?§ 
vel de quacumque alia qualitate consimili, sive ut dixit tertia opinio 
supra de formis elementorum; secundum partes et proprietates naturales 
sive accidentales sicut omnis substantia in qua sunt accidentia. 

Primo modo, successive produci potest omnis substantia corporea. 
Prius enim inducitur ignis in prima parte ligni, quam in toto ligno, sicut 
ad sensum videmus. Angeli autem, quia incorporei sunt, sic successive 
produci non possunt. Secundo modo, si angeli essent compositi ex materia 
et forma, secundum illos qui ponunt quod Deus posset producere mate- 
riam sine omni forma, forte possibile esset eos produci successive, ut 
primo produceretur materia et deinde forma in materia vel ex materia. 

25 Sufficientia I, f. 17 rb et va. ; 

26 TT Sent., d. 14, a. 2, q. 2, ed. Venetiis (1509) f.57 aS: “Videtur ergo 
mihi dicendum quod formae substantiales elementorum et aliquae aliae 
formae substantiales recipiunt magis et minus; immo ut proprius loquar: 
contingit materiam formas elementares et aliquas alias formas substantiales 
participare secundum magis et minus, per hoc quod contingit materiam plus 
vel minus habere de essentia illius formae.” Cf. E. Hocedez, Richard de 
Middleton, Sa vie, ses oeuvres, sa doctrine, p. 204. R. Zavalloni, Richard ed 
Mediavilla et la converse sur la pluralité des formes, PM II, pp. 363—366. _ 

27 Cuius sit ista ‘recens’ opinio, nescio. Num possit esse opinio Scoti? 
Quamvis ille concedit totum compositum esse principaliter per unam formam, 
ista positio non valde differt ab illa quam proponunt Marston et Mediavilla. 


Cf. Ioannes D. Scotus, Opus Oxon. IV Sent., d. 11, q. 3, XVII, p. 429 n. 46. 
28 “Te verbis apostoli,’’ Sermo 156, PL 38, 858. 
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Tamen, quidquid sit de materia corporea, de materia animae vel angeli 
videtur illa positio esse contra sententiam Augustini, VII Super 
Genesim,”® ubi probat quod materia animae non potuit precedere formam 
tempore sed origine tantum. Tertio modo iam patet per omnes istas 
opiniones quod non potest produci successive, quia, etsi unus angelus 
excedat alium in perfectione substantiali, hoc non est per modum 
compositionis sed potius per modum unitatis et simplicitatis, sicut 
patebit in responsione ad argumentum. Et ideo quilibet angelus tenet 
gradum indivisibilem. Quarto modo, quilibet angelus successive produci 
potest sive secundum eamdem qualitatem sive secundum diversas. 
Nam primo posset Deus producere angelum cum sapientia sine gratia, 
et post cum utraque; et sic de aliis proprietatibus intelligendum est. 
Sed quia ista magis manifesta sunt, ideo de istis pono exemplum. Iste 
modus successionis convenit bene, modo quem imaginatur Anselmus, 
in libro De casu diaboli.®° Similiter, secundum eamdem proprietatem 
possit produci successive et secundum gradus maioris et minoris per- 
fectionis, ut primo sub uno gradu sapientiae, secundo sub maiori gradu, 
tertio sub maximo, et sic de alia proprietate quacumque quae addit 
aliquid absolutum super substantiam suam. Secundum hoc patet quod 
primo et tertic modo, secundum omnes, successive produci non potest. 
Secundum secundum modum, secundum aliquos potest, secundum 
aliquos non potest. Secundum quartum modum, secundum omnes 
communiter loquentes potest. 


Ad argumentum in contrarium: secundum primam opinionem, maior 
concedenda est, sed minor interimenda. Cum dicit quod angeli eiusdem 
speciei excedunt se secundum gradus perfectionis substantialis, et cum 
dicit quod nostri hoc tenent, ista probatio nec est eis auctoritas nec ratio. 
Forte nobis esset*! bene auctoritas si verum esset quod dicit quod nostri 
hoc tenent communiter, sed non est verum.Nam Magister Richardus*® 


29 De Genesi ad litteram, 6, 9, PL 34, 359. 
3° De casu diaboli, 18, ed. Schmitt, I, p. 2631; PL 158, 350. 
31 esset] est MS. 


82 Richardus de Mediavilla, Q. Disputatae, q. 8, Mss.: Vat. Lat. 868, f. 
16c—19c; Florent. Lauren. S. Croce Plut. 17, sin. 6, f. 17—23. Sequitur 
tabula exponens divisionem textus quaestionis octavae viz.: ‘‘Utrum in 
eadem specie possint esse plures angeli inaequales in naturalibus.” 

Quid sit causa specificationis substantiae. Quid est causa individuationis 
substantiae. Quae sunt illa quae possunt dici naturalia supposita. Quod 
plures angeli possunt esse in eadem specie declaratur ex 1 et 2 articulo. 
Quod si sint plures angeli in eadem specie quod possibile est quod sint in- 
aequales in naturalibus, si est in eis materia declaratur ex 1 et 3 articulo. 
Quod si plures sint in eadem specie quod possunt esse inaequales in natura- 
libus, dato quod in eis non sit materia. 


Petrus Sutton(?), O.F.M., Quodlibeta 125 


non dicit quod omnes angeli sint eiusdem speciei, sed quod | 15r | 
possibile est Deo creare plures angelos in eadem specie sive aequales 
sive inaequales. Nec dicit quod excedunt se in perfectione substantiali, 
sed tantum in proprietatibus naturalibus, sicut patet intuenti Quaestiones 
disputatas de illa materia. Unde nec est probatio illa valida, nec simpli- 
citer, nec quoad nos. 

Secundum secundam opinionem: concedenda est minor. Responden- 
dum ad maiorem cum dicit quod quaecumque excedunt se potest Deus 
successive producere et cetera. Dicendum in aliquibus est verum, in 
aliquibus non. Propter quod sciendum quod aliquid potest aliud excedere 
sive continere in se perfectionem alterius tripliciter, scilicet actualiter, 
potentialiter et virtualiter. Primo modo continet murus lapides quia 
quilibet lapis habet actualitatem propriam, et tale produci potest et 
producitur successive ut primo ponitur primus lapis, postea secundus, 
et sic de ceteris. Secundo modo potest esse dupliciter, scilicet, vel ita 
quod partes contentae sint eiusdem sive aequalis actualitatis, et sic 
continet albedo omnes partes coextensas ad extensionem superficiei, 
quae partes sunt aequalis actualitatis, et tale potest produci successive 
sicut primo dealbatur prima pars superficiei, secundo alia pars, et sic tota 
superficies; vel ita quod partes contentae sint inaequalis actualitatis, ut 
sunt partes sive gradus albedinis acceptae secundum intensionem et 
remissionem, nam gradus remissus coloris vel albedinis non est aequalis 
actualitatis cum parte magis intensa. Et in talibus adhuc potest esse 
productio successiva, nam primo produci potest secundum gradum 


Ipse Richardus tractat de eadem quaestione in libro 2 Sententiarum: 
HM Syn (ale Bin Fhe GY), Gly it, Cal, GEE (uBTore)\. ti, ame) oy 

‘‘Respondeo quod Deus potuit creare plures angelos in eadem specie. 
Quia illae creaturae sunt in eadem specie quae habent univocam similitu- 
dinem in essentia, nec se in aliquo essentiali gradu ipsarum complete essen- 
tiam se excedunt. Unde Philosophus 3 Metaphysicae dicit quod in individuis 
eiusdem speciei non est hoc prius et illud posterius — supple ‘in essentia’ — 
quod intelligendum est de individuis completa in sua propria essentia. Si 
enim esset excessus in essentia in uno respectu alterius eiusdem speciei, 
non essent cum quibus excessus in gradu essentiali posset designari essen- 
tiali differentia: et differentia essentialis alicui adveniens speciem constituit: 
aut specialissimam aut subalternam. Esse autem plures angelos tales nullam 
contradictionem \includit, sive habeant materiam sive non. Quia, quamvis 
supradicto modo sunt similes, ad hoc se ipsis formaliter possunt distingui . . . 
Cum ergo Deus possit facere quidquid non includit contradictionem: tenen- 
dum est quod potuit facere plures angelos in specie una. Unde et dominus 
Stephanus Parisiensis episcopus et magister in theologia excommunicavit 
istum articulum quo exprimitur quod Deus non potest multiplicare individua 
sub una specie sine materia.” 

Cf. Hocedez, Richard de Middleton. Sa vie, ses oeuvres, sa doctrine, p. 257. 
Has citationes mihi communicavit R. P. Ignatius Brady, O.F.M., per epi- 
stolam de Quaracchi cui gratias ago ex corde. 
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minus intensum, et deinde secundum gradum magis intensum, et sic 
deinceps usque ad complementum. Tertio modo continet aliquid aliud 
virtualiter, ut verbi gratia anima intellectiva continet in se quidquid 
perfectionis est in vegetativa et sensitiva et tamen dividi non potest in 
ista nec successive produci, ut primo producatur secundum gradum 
respondentem vegetativae, postea secundum gradum respondentem 
sensitivae, tertio intellectivae. Neque corrumpi successive potest, ut 
primo auferatur gradus intellectivae et deinde ceteri, quoniam secun- 
dum Augustinum?? anima se tota intelligit, sentit et vivit. Et ideo 
uno ablato aufertur totum, continet namque haec non modo com- 
positae sed unitivae et simpliciter. Sic angelus superior omnes gradus 
continet inferioris et tamen nullo modo gradatim produci vel corrumpi 
potest, quia continet omnes illos gradus indivisibiliter, ut dictum est. 

Parcatis mihi de prolixitate, multa enim dixi, et tamen non implevi 
quod volui. Ceteras quaestiones magis breviabo. 


[2. Utrum Deus possit facere substantiam sine accidente.] 


Consequenter quaerebatur utrum Deus possit facere substantiam 
sine accidente. 

Arguitur quod sic, quia plus dependet accidens a substantia quam 
e converso. Sed Deus potest facere accidens sine substantia sicut patet in 
sacramento altaris. Ergo multo magis e contrario. 

Contra. Deus non potest creare substantiam sine creatione- 
passione, vel sine unitate et huiusmodi. Sed creatio-passio, unitas et 
huiusmodi accidentia sunt. Ergo, non potest facere substantiam sine 
accidente. 

Responsio. Duplex est accidens, scilicet absolutum et respectivum. 
Sine omni accidente absoluto possibile est Deo facere substantiam. 
Substantia est enim prior omni accidente tali, ut dicit Philosophus 
VII Metaphysicae,** “‘cognitione, definitione, et tempore.’’ Prius autem 
potest absolvi a posteriori, licet non e contrario, quantum est ex natura 
rei. _Igitur substantia potest absolvi quantum est ex natura sua ab omni 
accidente absoluto maxime per virtutem divinam. Accidens autem 
respectivum fundatur semper necessario super aliquod absolutum. Hoc 
autem, potest dupliciter, scilicet vel super absolutam substantiam vel 
super accidens absolutum. Si fundatur super accidens absolutum, sic 
adhuc potest Deus facere substantiam sine omni tali accidente sicut sine 

83 Epistola ad Volusianum, 137, 2, PL 33, 518. 


34 Cf. Petrus Olivi, In 2m librum Sententiarum, q. 2, BFS IV, I, py23- 
35 Meta., VII, 1; 1028 a 30—33. 


Petrus Sutton( ?),O.F.M., Quodlibeta 127 


omni accidente absoluto super quod fundatur. Si vero fundetur imme- 
diate super ipsam substantiam, sic dico quod | 15 v | cum respectus 
omnis realitatem suam habeat a suo fundamento et fundamentum eius 
immediatum sit substantia, ut suppositum est, manifestum est quod 
talis respectus magis debet dici secundum rem ‘substantia’ vel ‘sub- 
stantialis’ quam accidens, licet modum accidentis habeat. Si tamen 
alicui placet magis huiusmodi dicere accidentia quam substantiam, non 
est pertinaciter resistendum. Sed dicendum quod si hoc sit verum, quod 
sine tali accidente substantiam facere. Non enim potest Deus facere 
substantiam sine factione sive creatione-passione, sine relatione ad ip- 
sam, sine unitate — hoc est, quae non sit in se una et ad Deum referatur 
sicut effectus ad causam. Dicendum est ergo breviter ad quaestionem, 
quod non potest facere substantiam sine aliquo accidente vel potius 
sine aliquo modum accidentis habente, et per hoc patent obiecta utrius- 
que partis. 


[3. Utrum magis reluceat omnipotentia Dei in iustificatione impli quam 


in creatione mundi.] 


Consequenter, circa Deum in quantum est medium nostrae iustifica- 
tionis, quaerebantur duo: unum pertinens ad iustificandi actum, aliud 
pertinens ad iustificationis instrumentum. 

Circa actum iustificationis, quaerebatur utrum magis reluceat omni- 
potentia Dei in iustificatione impii quam in creatione mundi. 

Et quod in iustificatione impii videtur, Augustinus super Ioan- 
nem,*® maius est iustificare quam creare caelum et terram etc. 

Contra. Maius est producere aliquid de nihilo quam de aliquo. Sed 
creare est de nihilo aliquid facere, iustificare aliquid de aliquo ut de 
impio iustum facere. Ergo maius est creare quam iustificare. 

Responsio. Virtus motoris dupliciter manifestatur, scilicet ex resisten- 
tia mobilis et ex distantia terminorum. Facilius enim movetur faba quam 
unus lapis molaris. Unde etiam de motore caelesti, dicit Philosophus?’ 
quod si adderetur una stella orbi suo moveret cum labore et poena. 
Similiter etiam facilius movetur lapis huiusmodi de Roma usque Assisium 
quam usque Parisium. Si ergo respiciamus resistentiam effectus, maior 
est in iustificatione quam in creatione, quia ibi resistit culpa cum libertate 
arbitrii. In creatione nihil est resistens omnino, et ideo quantum ad hoc 
magis apparet virtus omnipotentiae in iustificatione quam in creatione. 


36 In Ioannis Evangelium, 72, PL 35, 1823—4; CCL 36, 5092’. 
87 De caelo, II, 1; 284 a 15—20. 
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Si vero respiciamus ad distantiam terminorum, sic maior est in 
creatione — quia omnino infinita — quam in iustificatione. Verum- 
tamen, quia ad iustiticationem etiam concurrit creatio gratiae per quam 
iustificamur, ideo possumus ulterius distinguere distantiam: ista enim, 
scilicet quantum ad ‘terminum a quo’ vel quantum ad ‘terminum ad 
quem.’ Quantum ad ‘terminum a quo,’ aequalis virtutis est creare unum 
asinum et unum angelum quia aequalis distantia, quia uterque est de 
nihilo. Quantum ad ‘terminum ad quem’ non, quia non est aequalis 
distantia. Plus enim distat a nihilo angelus quam asinus, quia plures 
gradus entitatis habet et plus accedit ad ens primum quod summe distat 
a nihilo. Si ergo consideremus distantiam istam ex parte ‘termini a quo,’ 
aequalis virtutis [est] determinare gratiam iusti et machinam mundi. 
Si quantum ad ‘terminum ad quem’ plus est creare mundum quam 
gratiam facientem iustum et gratum, quia plus habet quantum ad enti- 
tatis gradum. Patet ergo ex dictis quod uno modo magis relucet virtus 
omnipotentiae divinae in iustificatione impii quam in creatione mundi. 
Secundo modo e converso. Tertio modo aequaliter. Et hoc dico quantum 
est ex natura operis, nam ex parte operantis aequaliter facit omnia, et 
summa et ima, secundum Augustinum De vera religione.*§ 

Et per hoc patent argumenta utriusque partis. 


[4. Utrum species vini in sacramento altaris habeat virtutem convertendi 
alium liquorem in sacramentum.] 


Circa iustificandi instrumentum quod est sacramentum, quaerebatur 
unum de sacramento altaris, scilicet utrum species vini in sacramento 
altaris habeat virtutem convertendi alium liquorem, puta aquam, in 
sacramentum. 

Quod sic videtur, quia non maioris virtutis est consecratio quam 
simplex benedictio. Sed aqua | 16r | benedicta potest convertere in se 
aquam non benedictam, ita quod tota sit benedicta. Ergo multo magis 
vinum consecratum potest convertere in se alium liquorem, ut aquam 
vel vinum, ita quod totum sit consecratum. 

Contra. Aqua non est debita materia sacramenti vel sanguinis. 
Sed deficiente materia debita, deficit effectus. Ergo etc. 

Responsio. Ad hoc quod aqua converteretur [in] sanguinem suum 
sacrum, duplex requiritur conversio: una naturalis transmutationis qua 
aqua mutetur in vinum — quia aqua manens aqua non est materia 


38 De vera religione, 18, PL 34, 137; CCL 32, 2091915; cf. De Genesi 
ad litteram, V, 21, PL 34, 336. 
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debita sacramenti — et haec mutatio fit virtute elementi sive vini; alia 
transsubstantiationis supernaturalis qua ipsum vinum mutetur in 
sanguinem sacrum, et haec mutatio fit virtute verbi sive virtute divina 
assistente verbo. Species autem sacramentales, licet subsistant sine 
subiecto, habent tamen virtutem divinitus sibi collatam qua possunt in 
primam conversionem, scilicet transmutare aquam sibi proportionatam 
in naturam vini, quia retinent virtutem elementi. Sed quia non retinent 
virtutem verbi, ideo non possunt in secundam conversionem qua, scilicet, 
ipsum vinum convertatur [in] sanguinem, quia virtus transsubstantiandi 
soli verbo tributa est, non elemento. Et propter hoc, non possunt species 
illae nec aquam nec liquorem alium quemcumque convertere in sacra- 
mentum. 

Ad argumentum in contrarium cum dicit de aqua benedicta etc., 
dicendum quod non est simile, quia ad talem mutationem requiritur 
tantum prima transmutatio, vel potius coniunctio unius aquae cum alia. 
Ad mutationem, vero in sacramentum requiritur transsubstantiatio, quae 
fieri non potest sine verbo ut dictum est. 


[5. Utrum essentia divina videri possit absque hoc quod diligatur.] 


Circa Deum ut obiectum est glorificationis, quaerebatur unum, scilicet 
utrum essentia divina videri possit absque hoc quod diligatur. 

Quod sic videtur. In Joanne dicit ipse Salvator, ... Nunc autem et 
viderunt, et oderunt et me, et Patrem meum. [15. 24] Ergo etc. 

Contra. Quod non potest videri sine gaudio et delectatione, non potest 
videri sine dilectione. Sed essentia divina videri non potest sine gaudio. 
Unde impii in iudicio videbunt Filium in forma deitatis, ut autem non 
videbunt eum ne gaudeant, dicit Isidorus et accipitur ab Augustino.*® 
Ergo non potest videri sine dilectione. 

Responsio. Duplex est visio divinae essentiae : una, scilicet per effectus 
et signa; alia, facie ad faciem, cum [videtur] in seipsa. Primo modo videri 
potest absque dilectione, immo cum odio, non quidem in se sed in suo 
effectu. Unde Augustinus X Confessionum*® quaerit, ““Quomodo quidam 

39 In Toannis\Evangelium, Oi, Pls 35,0157 1-—25) CCl 0, 22025aee Sic 


ergo venit in forma humana; hanc videbunt et impii, videbunt et ad dexteram 
positi, videbunt et ad sinistram separati; sicut scriptum est videbunt in quem 


pupugerunt, Zach. 12,10. ... hoc ergo impii videre potuerunt, quod ex 
vulnerare potuerunt. Latentem Deum in corpore non videbunt.”’ 
40 Confess., X, 23, PL 32, 794, “‘... sic amatur veritas, ut quicumque 


aliud amant, hoc quod amant velint esse veritatem; et quia falli nolunt, 
nolunt convinci quod falsi sint. Itaque propter eam rem oderunt veritatem, 
quam pro veritate amant. Amant eam lucentem, oderunt eam redarguen- 
erie 
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oderunt veritatem, cum tamen omnes appetant eam? Nemo sit qui falsa 
velit.” Et respondet quod, ‘“‘Amant eam lucentem, oderunt eam redar- 
guentem.” etc. Secundo modo non potest videri absque hoc quod dili- 
gatur, quod patet ex tribus: scilicet ex parte rei visae, ex parte visionis 
mediae, et ex parte appetentis et videntis. 

Ex primo sic: in lis quae participatione bona sunt et non essentialiter, 
potest removeri bonitas — vel actu vel intellectu — manente essentia. 
Ac per hoc dupliciter videri sine dilectione possunt, scilicet vel quia non 


’ 


bona vel quia non continent illam rationem boni quam quaeritur videns 
ea, quia non habent omnem rationem boni in se. Deus autem essentialiter 
bonus est in se habens rationem omnis boni, ac per hoc neutro modo non 
bonus apparere potest, et per consequens neque non diligibilis. Unde 
Augustinus VIII De Trimitate,*! ““Bonum hoc et bonum illud: tolle 
hoc et tolle illud, et vide ipsum bonum, si potes; et sic videbis Deum, 
non alio bono bonum, sed bonum omnis boni.” 

Ex secundo arguitur sic: bonum non movet appetitum nisi ut appre- 
hensum. Quandoque autem illud, quod non est bonum secundum se, 
apparet bonum videnti ex eo quod non videtur sicuti est | 16v | sicut 
adulterium adultero et e converso. Illud autem quod secundum se est 
bonum, si videtur ut est, nullo modo non bonum apparere potest et per 
consequens neque non diligibile. Essentia ergo divina, visa sicuti est, 
non diligi omnino non potest. 

Ex tertio arguitur sic: quia eodem appetitur res absens et praesens 
amatur, secundum Augustinum IX De Trinitate,** quia appetitus 
inhiantis sit amor fruentis. Sed essentia divina, quae est beatitudo per- 
fecta, ita appetitur quod nullo modo potest non appeti, secundum 
Augustinum in multis locis. Ergo, cum praesens est, nullo modo 
poterit non amari. Sed praesens efficitur appetitui per visionem. Ergo etc. 

Ad primum argumentum dicendum quod Salvator loquitur de 
visione, non in se, sed in suo effectu et de odio ei correspondente. Haec 
de notitia Dei. Sequitur de notitia creaturae. 


(6. Utrum fieri rerum permanentium differat per essentiam ab esse 
earum. | 


Circa notitiam creaturae quaerebantur quaedam quantum ad eius 
fieri, quaedam quantum ad factum esse. Circa fieri creaturae quaere- 
bantur duo: unum circa fieri in generali, aliud de fieri naturali tantum. 


41 De Trinitate, VIII, 3, PL 42, 940. 
42 De Trinitate, 1X, 12, PL 42, 972. 
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De fieri in generali quaesitum fuit utrum fieri rerum permanentium 
differat per essentiam ab esse earum. 

Arguitur quod sic, quia quaecumque sic se habent quod posito uno 
aufertur reliquum, illa differunt per essentiam. Sed posito fieri, aufertur 
esse et € converso, nam quod fit non est. Ergo etc. 

Item, impossibile est unum et eumdem effectum immediatum et 
proprium diversorum agentium differentium plus [differre] quam secun- 
dum genus. Sed proprius effectus agentium creatorum est fieri, proprius 
effectus Dei est ipsum. Ergo differunt per essentiam. 

Contra. Commentator super [JI Physicorum* dicit quod “Motus 
non differt a termino ad quem vadit, nisi secundum magis et minus.” 
Sed magis et minus non diversificant essentiam. Ergo motus vel fieri 
non differunt a rebus quarum sunt per essentiam. 

Responsio. Secundum Commentatorem super V Physicorum, 
factiones motus et mutationes et huiusmodi, possunt considerari dupli- 
citer, scilicet materialiter et formaliter. Si consideremus talia materiali- 
ter, sic sunt in eodem genere cum terminis ad quos; sunt differentia 
solum secundum magis et minus, ut dealbatio in genere albedinis, 
denigratio in genere sive specie nigridinis, secundum Philosophum.*® 
Quod patet ex tribus, scilicet ex nominum impositione, ex motuum 
distinctione, et ex motus definitione. 

Ex primo sic ostenditur: nomen enim declarat essentiam rei sicut 
et definitio, quia nomen est definitio implicita et definitio est nomen 
explicitum. Sed nomina imponuntur talibus factionibus a terminis suis, 
et ideo fieri albedinis vocatur dealbatio, et fieri nigridinis denigratio, 
et sic de aliis. Ergo, fieri albedinis non differt per essentiam ab albedine, 
et per consequens nec in aliis similiter. 

Ex secundo ostenditur sic: distinctio specifica et etiam generis 
accipitur ab essentia rei, quia per idem distinguitur aliquid genere vel 
specie et constituitur in genere vel specie. Sed certum est quod unum- 
quodque constituitur in genere vel specie per suam essentiam. Ergo et 
distinguitur. Sed motus et mutationes sive fieri rerum distinguuntur 
specie et genere et terminis suis, secundum Philosophum V Physt- 
corum.*® Ergo sunt idem cum eis essentialiter et non differunt nisi 
secundum magis et minus. Hae duae rationes sumuntur a Philosopho 
V Physicorum. 
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Ex tertio ostenditur sic: motus enim definitur a Philosopho JIJ 
Physicorum’ sic: quod est actus entis in potentia secundum quod in 
potentia, quia quando est totaliter in actu completo iam motum est. 
Ergo motus aliquid habet de actu — et ideo dicitur actus — aliquid de 
potentia — et ideo additur ‘entis in potentia,’ quasi medium inter 
utrumque quia est actus incompletus. Certum est secundum Philo- 
sophum!’® quod potentia et actus ad idem genus reducuntur quando 
potentia vadit ad actum et fit actus quod omnes concedunt. Ergo multo 
magis motus ad idem genus debet reduci quia magis appropinquat ad 
actum, quia est ipse actus incompletus. Completum autem et incom- 
pletum non variant essentiam ut dictum est. 

Si autem consideremus huiusmodi factiones formaliter, sic dicunt 
quamdam variationem sive transmutationem coniunctam | 17r | cum 
tempore sive cum instanti, si fuerit ‘fieri instantaneum.’ Et sic dico 
quod differunt essentialiter, nec ad idem genus reducuntur cum terminis 
suis, sed sic ponuntur in genere passionis secundum Commentatorem.*® 
Qui voluerit hanc viam tenere, poterit faciliter respondere ad argumenta. 

Ad primum, quando dicit ‘posito esse aufertur fieri’ etc., dico quod 
hoc est verum accipiendo ‘fieri’ formaliter. Sed accipiendo ‘fieri’ materia- 
liter non tollitur sed completur. Unde dicit Philosophus in V Physt- 
corum®® quod quies, quae sequitur fieri, non est ei contraria sed est per- 
fectio elus; quia non est contraria non tollit illud, et quia est perfectio 
complet illud. 

Ad secundum cum dicit quod diversorum agentium non est idem 
effectus etc., dico quod verum est si non sint agentia ad invicem ordinata. 
Si autem sint agentia ordinata, non est verum, verbi gratia, secundum 
Philosophum,* homo generat hominem et sol, ita quod homo agens 
particulare, sol universale, Deus universalissimum. Quidquid tamen 
efficitur a particulari agente, a Deo efficitur. Et adhuc amplius: nec 
aliqua immediatio cuiuscumque agentis excludit immediationem Dei — 
cum ipse sit intimior rei quam ipsa sibi — sed quare appropriatur esse 
Deo et fieri agenti particulari? 

Responsio, tertia De causa:** tum quia universalissimo agenti uni- 
versalissimus effectus appropriari debet, huiusmodi est esse; tum quia 
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omne agens creatum praesupponit aliquod esse cum non agat de nihilo. 
Esse autem quod agenti praesupponitur, ab agente non producitur 
— igitur esse absolute est effectus solius Dei; tum quia agens parti- 
culare completo fieri relinquit suum effectum, Deus autem factum 
conservat in esse. Et ideo esse absolute proprie est effectus solius 
Dei; licet esse,®*? ut hominem esse vel esse asinum, appropriatur 
agentibus secundis puta corporibus caelestibus et eorum motoribus, fieri 
tantum agenti particulari quia non est instrumentum agentium primo- 
rum. Ergo tu dicis® ‘fieri differt essentialiter etc.’ et verum est forma- 
liter, ut dictum est. 

Unde** notandum quod fieri et motus universaliter habet comparari 
ad quatuor: scilicet, ad agens quod efficit, et sic est in genere actionis; 
ad subiectum quod recipit, et sic est in genere passionis; ad terminum 
ad quem vadit, et sic est in genere terminorum ut dictum est; et ad 
tempus quod mensurat, et sic est in genere passionis — ut dicit Commen- 
tator super V Physicorum®® — vel potius in eodem genere cum tempore. 
Tribus modis differt essentialiter a re ad quam vadit; quarto modo non 
differt essentialiter, ut dictum est. 


(7. Utrum qualitas symbola maneat in termino transmutationis. ] 


Circa fieri naturali, quaerebatur utrum qualitas symbola maneat in 
termino transmutationis. 

Quod sic arguitur quia omne quod corrumpitur, corrumpitur a suo 
contrario. Sed qualitas symbola non habet contrarium. Ergo non cor- 
rumpitur.®? Sed quod non corrumpitur, manet. Ergo qualitas symbola 
manet. 

Contra. Nullum accidens potest manere, corrupto subiecto suo. Sed 
subiectum qualitatis symbolae corrumpitur in termino transmutationis. 
Ergo ipsa qualitas eius manere non potest. 

Responsio. Circa istam quaestionem sunt opiniones. Quidam enim 
dicunt quod manent, et haec videtur esse opinio Commentatoris 
super De generatione et corruptione et De substantia orbis,°® sicut de 


dimensionibus jnterminatis dictum fuit in I Quodibeto, quaestione 8.% 
\ 


22 licetiesse| ce, US: 54 tu dicis] d. t. MS. 

55 nota in mg. al. m.: quomodo idem potest esse in pluribus generibus. 

56 super 5™ Physicorum] add. supr. lin. al. m.; In V Physic., 3, t.c. 9, 
DWieein Ooi: 

57 non add. MS. 

58 In II De generatione et corruptione, t.c.37, V, f.171 d; De subst. orbis, 
ta 1D. Goin BOGE 

59 Petrus de Sutton, Quodl. I, 8; p. 70—7I1. 


134 FERDINAND ETZKORN, O.F.M. 


Ibi enim posui opiniones duas et rationes utriusque et eodem modo dicen- 
dum est ad istam quaestionem de qualitatibus sicut ibi dictum est de 
dimensionibus interminatis. Si quis tamen velit tenere opinionem 
Commentatoris, potest dicere ad quaestionem sic, secundum Avi- 
cennam II Physicorum:® omnia accidentia consequuntur compositum 
ex materia et forma, sed tamen quaedam sunt accidentia quae conse- 
quuntur compositum ratione materiae, quaedam ratione formae. 
Ratione materiae, consequuntur dimensiones compositum corporale, 
masculinitas et femininitas, corpus animalis et huiusmodi. Talia autem 
accidentia dupliciter possunt considerare: scilicet vel quantum ad actum 
sive esse actuale, et sic manere non possunt — sic enim omnia accidentia 
consequuntur actum formae substantialis quae dat actum primum 
materiae, scilicet esse simpliciter; vel quantum ad esse essentiae et 
quodammodo potentiale — et sic dicuntur manere dimensiones inter- 
minatae, | 17 v | qualitates symbolae et huiusmodi. Ut sicut ipsa materia, 
ratione cuius insunt composito, manet eadem in tota transmutatione 
quantum ad essentiam, variata tantum quantum, ad esse, sic et huius- 
modi accidentia consequentia eam manent cum ipsa in tota transmuta- 
tione eadem quantum ad essentiam, variata tantum quantum ad ter- 
minum vel actum. 


Accidentia autem quae accidunt composito ratione formae — cum 
ipsa forma, ratione cuius insunt subiecto, non maneat sed corrumpatur 
totaliter — ideo nec ipsa possunt manere neque quantum ad essentiam 
neque quantum ad actum, quia per se subiectum eorum neutro modo 
manet. Secundum hoc patet, quae accidentia manent et quae non, et 
quomodo manent et quomodo non manent. 


Ad argumentum primum cum dicit quod omne quod corrumpitur, 
corrumpitur per suum contrarium etc., dicendum quod verum est quod 
corrumpitur per se. Potest tamen aliquod accidens corrumpi per accidens, 
scilicet ad corruptionem subiecti, et sic est ibi. Nam cum ex aere generatur 
ignis, calor aeris non habet contrarium in igne et per consequens non 
corrumpitur per se. Potest tamen corrumpi per corruptionem aeris qui 
est subiectum eius, et hoc si insit ratione formae aeris. 


Ad aliud cum dicit quod corrumpitur corrupto subiecto etc., dicen- 
dum quod quia illud, ratione cuius est subiectum talis accidentis, non 
corrumpitur — scilicet, materia prima quantum ad essentiam — ideo 
nec accidens tale corrumpi debet quantum ad essentiam, ut dictum est. 
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[8. Utrum mundus sit sphaericae figurae. | 


Circa creaturas iam factas, quaerebantur quaedam de universitate 
creaturae quae mundi nomine appellatur, quaedam de partibus eius. 

Circa mundum universum quaerebantur duo: unum de eius forma et 
figura, alterum de fine eius. 

Circa figuram mundi quarebatur utrum mundus sit sphaericae 
figurae. 

Quod non videtur, quia si sic, sequeretur® vel quod aliqua pars caeli sit 
vacua, vel quod corpus Christi plus distabit ab aliquibus beatis quam cae- 
lum a terra, cum ab una circumferentia caeli ad aliam, terra in medio con- 
sistat. Si ergo aliqui beati sint in utraque circumferentia, plus distabunt 
beati qui sunt in circumferentia opposita Christo a Christo quam terra 
in duplo. Sed hoc videtur inconveniens: aut ergo ibi non erunt beati in 
illa parte, et sic aliqua pars caeli vacua erit a beatis; aut dupla erit 
distantia eorum maior a Christo quam caeli a terra, imo quam a damnatis 
in inferno — si infernus sit in medio terra ut dicitur. Utrumque autem 
horum est inconveniens. Ergo et illud ex quo sequitur, scilicet quod cae- 
lum sive mundus habeat sphaericam figuram. 

Ad oppositum est quod perfectissimo corpori debetur perfectissima 
figura. Sed mundus est corpus perfectissimum, et figura sphaerica 
perfectissima figura. Ergo mundus debet habere figuram sphaericam. 


Responsio. Mundum esse sphaericae figurae deprehendere possumus 
tam experientia sensus quam evidentia rationis. Experientia sensus docet 
quod ubicumque terrarum fuerimus apparet caelum semper aequaliter 
distare a terra, quod non esset nisi esset circularis. Nam, ut dicit Alfra- 
ganus,™ si caelum esset planum, aliqua pars caeli esset nobis propin- 
quior alia, illa, scilicet quae esset supra caput nostrum. I[gitur stella, 
quae esset ibi, esset nobis propinquior quam existens in ortu vel occasu. 
Sed nobis propinquiora maiora videntur. Igitur sol existens in medio 
caeli maior deberet videri quam existens in ortu vel occasu, cuius contra- 
rium apparet ad sensum. Maior enim apparet sol vel alia stella quando 
est in oriente vel occidente quam quando est in medio caeli. Igitur non 


/ 
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est nobis propinquior in medio quam in alia parte caeli, et per consequens 
ubicumque aequaliter distat. Igitur orbicularis est et sphaericus. 


Ratio etiam hoc convincit sumpta ex comparatione mundi ad eius 
exemplar primum, ad subiectum proprium, ad eius motum, et ad totum 
contentum. Ex comparatione mundi ad eius exemplar primum ostenditur 
sic: quia mundus | 18r | sensibilis factus est ad similitudinem mundi 
archetypi qui est in mente divina, sed ille mundus — cum sit ipse Deus 
infinitus — non habet principium neque finem. Unde secundum quem- 
dam sapientem,** Deus dicitur sphaera intelligibilis cuius centrum ubique 
est et circumferentia nusquam.® Igitur et mundus iste sensibilis non 
debet habere principium neque finem. Sed hoc non potest per infinitatem 
quia nullum corpus infinitum esse potest, ut ostendit Philosophus 
III Physicorum et I De generatione.®° Ergo per figurationem. Figura 
autem carens principio et fine est figura sphaerica et nulla alia. Ergo 
oportuit mundum habere sphaericam figuram. 

Ex comparatione figurae ad proprium subiectum, arguitur sic secun- 
dum Commentatorem super III Caeli et mundi,® inter omnia acciden- 
tia, figura maxime sequitur formam substantialem et propinquius sibi 
adhaeret cuius signum est; quod ubi forma substantialis imperfecta et 
interminata est, et figura est indeterminata. Propter quod, ut dicit, 
elementa quia non habent formas terminatas — quia secundum ipsum 
formae substantiales elementorum recipiunt magis et minus — ideo 
non habent figuras terminatas. Unde aqua et aer non habent terminatas 
figuras, sed recipiunt a continente quia sunt male terminabiles termino 
proprio et bene alieno, secundum Philosophum.§’? Ubi autem formae 
terminatae sunt, et figurae sunt terminatae. Unde dicit super I De anima® 
quod si cor est susceptivum formae animae quia habet talem figuram, 
ergo pars cordis non est susceptiva quia non habet illam figuram. Igitur 
cum forma mundi sit terminatissima et completissima, debet habere 
figuram completissimam et perfectissimam. Completissima figura cui 
nihil potest addi vel minui est figura sphaerica. Igitur mundus debet 
habere illam figuram. 
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Ex ratione motus ostenditur sic: quia caelum movetur circulariter 
secundum Philosophum.® Ergo debet habere figuram circularem. 
Nam si aliam figuram haberet, scilicet trilaterem vel quadrilaterem vel 
multilaterem, sequeretur quod locus aliquis esset vacuus et corpus sine 
loco, quorum utrumque falsum sicut?® patet in angulis circulariter(!). 
Ista ratio non concludit nisi de caelis mobilibus, non autem de caelo 
empyrio quod non movetur. 

Ex ratione contenti arguitur sic: mundus enim omnia continet, igitur 
talem debet habere figuram quae magis sit apta ad continendum. Sed 
omnium corporum isoperimentorum sphaera maximum est; omnium 
etiam figurarum rotunda capacissima est. Igitur mundus debuit habere 
figuram sphaericam et rotundam. 

Ad argumentum in contrarium, cum dicit quod tunc aliqua pars 
caeli erit vacua a beatis vel nimis [distabunt] a Christo etc., dicendum 
quod utrum haec sint inconvenientia ad quae ducit illud argumentum, 
nescitur. Unum scio: quod erit ibi ordo decentissimus, et si fuerit caelum 
repletum beatis secundum quamlibet eius partem, quod distantia non 
impediet visionem Christi ita fortem visum habebunt beati. Si autem 
non erit repletum, non propter hoc erit superfluum, sed erit ibi amplum 
spatium palatii regalis ad deambulandum vel ad ostensionem regiae 
magnificentiae. De quibus plenius sciemus veritatem cum ibi fuerimus. 


[g. Utrum finis mundi sit intus vel extra. ] 


Consequenter quaerebatur utrum finis mundi sit intus vel extra. 

Et quod neutro modo probo. Extra mundum nihil est. Sed finis 
mundi non est nihil. Ergo finis mundi non est extra mundum. 

Quod nec intra probo quia, si finis mundi est intra mundum, ergo 
aliquid mundi est extra illum. Sed finis est ultimum rei extra quod nihil 
rei. Ergo finis mundi non est finis mundi, si aliquid mundi sit extra illum. 

Responsio. Finis rei dicitur ultimum, sicut docet Philosophus 
V Metaphysicae.”' Potest enim finis accipi pro termino magnitudinis cor- 
poralis, pro termino positionis | 18 v | localis, pro termino generationis 
sive productionis actualis, et pro termino cognitionis intellectualis. Exem- 
plum de singulis} finis magnitudinis dicitur superficies respectu corporis, 
linea respectu superficiei et punctus respectu lineae — terminat enim 
superficies corpus, linea superficiem et punctus lineam; finis positionis sive 
loci dicitur respectu terrae aqua, respectu aquae aer, respectu aeris ignis | 

89 De caelo, II, 4; 287 a 2—11; II, 5; 287 b25. 


70 sicut] sic MS. 
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respectu ignis orbis lunae et sic usque ad orbem ultimum — est enim 
quilibet terminus localis respectu alterius; finis generationis sive pro- 
ductionis dicitur forma rei generatae quia terminat actum generationis; 
finis autem cognitionis dicitur quidditas rei quam significat definitio 
— unde et definitio ‘terminus’ appellatur a Philosopho,” quia termi- 
nat et quietat intellectum. Quando ergo quaeritur utrum finis mundi 
sit intus vel extra, si intelligatur de isto ultimo modo accipiendi 
finem, scilicet pro fine cognitionis intellectualis, sic distinguendum 
[est], quia cognitio rei dupliciter acquiri potest: scilicet vel per formam 
rei sive quantitatem eius realem — et sic dico quod finis mundi est 
intra mundum, non localiter sed essentialiter quia est ipsa essentia 
ipsius — vel per formam exemplarem in mente divina sicuti cognos- 
cunt beati in patria, et sic finis eius [est] extra ipsum quia in mente 
artificis. Sic enim accipitur finis cognitionis eius pro ratione sua 
ideali; ideae autem ponebantur formae exemplares existentes, secun- 
dum Platonem.”* 

Si autem quaeratur de fine productionis actualis, sic adhuc potest 
esse dupliciter: quia vel est finis actionis, et sic est intra mundum quia 
actio terminatur ad rem ipsam; vel est finis intentionis, et sic est extra 
mundum quia sic est Deus ipse. Omnia enim propter semetipsum operatus 
est Dominus; non enim potest intentio Dei terminari ad aliquid minus se. 

Si vero accipiatur finis pro fine magnitudinis, sic adhuc aliquo modo 
est extra. Nam isto modo finis mundi est extima superficies ultimae 
sphaerae extra quam nihil est ipsius mundi, sicut cutis est finis animalis 
quia nihil eius est extra cutem. Ista ergo superficies potest comparari 
ad sphaeram ultimam: vel ut terminus ad corpus terminatum, et sic est 
extra sicut terminus rei est extra rem; vel ut accidens ad subiectum, et 
sic est intra sive in mundo sicut accidens in subiecto suo. 

Si autem accipiatur finis pro termino positionis localis, cum mundus 
secundum se totum non sit in loco per se, secundum Philosophum,” 
sed tantum secundum partes et per accidens, sic dico quod finis eius 
secundum se totum et per se, nec est intus nec intra — quia sic non habet 
finem per se — nec tamen est infinitus. Immo esset infinitus si haberet 
finem quia si ultimus orbis terminaretur per alium orbem extra ipsum, 
et ille per alium extra ipsum, sic esset abire in infinitum et propter hoc 
non habet finem extra se. Isto modo habet tamen per accidens sive per 
partes sive propter centrum mundi quod habet ultimum extra se, ut 


7 Meta., IV, 17, 1022 as.; cf. Averroes, In V Meta., 10, t.c. 22, VIII, 
f. 62 b. 


73 Phaedo, ed. Burnet (1900); 79 d. @ Phystc., IN, 53 212b t2—22. 
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vult Commentator super IV Physicorum,’® sive propter orbes interio- 
res quorum quilibet habet alium orbem extra se usque ad ultimum, 
secundum Themistium.”6 

Sic ergo patet quod tribus modis accipiendo finem mundi et est 
intus uno modo et extra alio modo. Quarto vero modo nec est intus 
proprie nec extra quia non habet finem illo modo per se, ut dictum est. 

Et per hoc patet ad argumenta utriusque partis. Nam accipiendo 
intus et extra prout sunt differentiae positionis localis, sic non est alius 
finis, ut dictum est. Et sic currunt argumenta ut patet. 


FERDINAND ETZKORN, O.F.M. 
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76 Cf. Averroes, In IV Physic., t.c. 43, IV, f. 66 ab. 
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BERNARDINI DE FLORENTIA 
DIALOGUS DE LAUDIBUS 
CASTITATIS ATQUE VIRGINITATIS 


INTRODUCTIO 


De auctore 


Auctor opusculi, quod hic publici iuris facere intendimus, est Bernar- 
dinus de Florentia ex Ordine Minorum.1 Omnes scriptores qui de eo 
mentionem faciunt, conveniunt eum ex antiqua nobilique familia ortum 
duxisse, sed quod ad nomen eius patronymicum spectat quoddam dubium 
exortum est. Codici manuscripto quod dialogum infra edendum continet, 
bibliothecarius quidam Conventus S. Crucis haec inscripsit: “Liber 
Conventus S. Crucis de Florentia, Ordinis Minorum. Opus Magistri 
Bernardini de Florentia. N° 682;’’ alius vero super verbum ‘Bernardini’ 
addidit: ““‘De Cherichinis.”’ Sed alteri opusculo Bernardini, quod nobis 
notum est, cui titulus: Epistola ad Ioannem Nesium in laudem civitatis 
Veronae, editor (Paulus Friedenperger, Veronae 1489) haec praemisit: 
“Praefatiuncula Reverendissimi Magistri Bernardini Bardutii Florentini 
in epistolam sequentem.”? Tandem Nicolaus Papini,® tutiorem, ut vide- 
tur, partem eligere volens, vocat eum “‘Bernardino Barducci Cherichini 
di Firenze.”’ 

Ambae hae denominationes aeque antiquae sunt. Bibliothecarius 
Conventus S. Crucis, in quo Bernardinus partem vitae suae transegit, 
ex optimo fonte cognoscere potuit nomen familiae ex qua Bernardinus 
ortus est; alia ex parte etiam epistola, quam modo citavimus, eo adhuc 
vivente edita est. Undenam editor sumpsit nomen ‘Bardutii?’ Ab ipso 


1 Magnas gratias debemus PP. Caelestino Piana et Clementi Schmitt, 
qui plures notitias de hoc auctore ad nos amice perscripserunt. — De Bernar- 
dino eiusque opere scripserunt L. Wadding, Scriptoves Ovdinis Minorum, 
Romae 1906, p. 42; G. Negri, Istoria degli Scrittori Fioventini, Ferrara 1722, 
p. 100; Ioannes a S. Antonio, Bibliotheca Universa Franciscana, Matriti 
1732, p. 210; Sigismundo da Venezia, Biografia Serafica, Venezia 1846, 
p. 277; diffusius simul ac exactius I. H. Sbaralea, Supplementum et castigatio 
ad Scriptores trium Ordinum S. Francisci, I, Romae 1908, pp. 135 s. 

2 Cf. Gesamtkatalog der Wiegendrucke, Ill, Leipzig 1928, num. 3874 
(coll. 643 s.). 

3 L’ Etruria Francescana, Siena 1797, p. 84. 
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Bernardino, ut videtur. Is enim — ut ex eximia humanitate P. Caelestini 
Piana accepimus — Consilum Montis Pretatis* a fratre Fortunato Peru- 
sino anno 1473 redactum his verbis subscripsit: “Frater Bernardinus 
de Barduccis Florentinus Ordinis Minorum, Sacrae Theologiae professor, 
Conventus S. Crucis regens indignus.” Si igitur ipse ‘De Barduccis’ vocari 
voluit, nec nos aliud nomen ei imponere debemus. 

Nihilominus nec nomen ‘De Cherichinis’ omni prorsus fundamento 
carere videtur. Etenim H. I. Sbaralea,> qui documenta fide digna ad- 
hibere solet, haec de eo habet: ‘“‘Bernardinus N. Florentinus, ex veteri 
nobilique familia de Cherichinis, non de Barduccis, ut ait Raphael 
Badius in Catalogo Theologorum Florentinorum, et post eum alii plures; 
filiusque Bartholomaei, filii Bavducci, filii Francisci de Cherichinis; 
qui Barduccius, eius avus, anno 1409 unus ex legatis fuit Reipublicae 
Florentinae Pisas ad Alexandrum V Romanum Pontificem missis, ex 
Scipione Ammirato, Historiae, lib. 17." Haec tam accurate dicta esse 
videntur, ut difficile sit ea in dubium revocare. Fortasse dicendum est 
eum ex parte paterna de Cherichinis ex parte vero materna de Barduccis 
descendisse ideoque ad usum sive unius sive alterius sive utriusque 
nominis ius habuisse. Forsitan proavia Bernardini fuerit ex familia 
De Barduccis, in qua memoria et veneratio beati Barducii vigebat,® 
et hoc explicaret cur avo Bernardini nomen Barduccius impositum 
fuerit. 

De tempore nativitatis Bernardini rerum scriptores nihil referunt. 
Prima eius mentio occurrit occasione Capituli Generalis, anno 1467 
Florentiae celebrati, praeside Ministro Generali Francisco de Ruvere. 
Hoc capitulum initium sumpsit in vigilia Pentecostes, “magna solemni- 
tate decantato sacro in urbico palatio, gravi et docta concione habita 
per Bernardinum ea urbe oriundum”’ et “‘comitia ultima clausit con- 
cione praedictus Bernardinus,” ut narrat Lucas Waddingus.? 

Mos erat, et adhuc est, in Capitulo Generali huiusmodi conciones 
solemnes haberi; sed istud officium et iste honor plerumque uni ex 
patribus capitularibus tribui solet, qui et fama boni concionatoris claret 
et facultate latine loquendi excellit. Bernardinus, ut Nicolaus Papini 
testatur,§ munus Custodis Florentiae bis exercuit, sed tempora huius- 


4 Cf. A. Ghinato, ‘“‘A chi si deve attribuire la rivelazione profetica dei 
Monti di Pieta ?”” Avchivum Franciscanum Historicum, 1, 1957, Pp. 234. 

5 I. H. Sbaralea, op. cit., p. 135. 

6 Festum eius Florentiae die 4 [unii celebrabatur. 

7 Annales Minorum, ad annum 1467, n. 1 (XIII, Quaracchi 1932, p. 458); 
cf. etiam N. Glassberger, Chronica (ed. Analecta Franciscana, I1, Quaracchi 
1887, p. 432). _ 

8 N. Papini, op. cit., p. 84. 
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modi officii non assignat ; igitur non constat utrum qua Custos Capitulo 
Generali praesens fuerit, an ex magna existimatione et ex speciali bene- 
volentia Ministri Generalis ei praestita honorem in Capitulo concionandi 
obtinuerit. Certum est praeterea eum studiis sacrae theologiae vacasse 
et anno 1471 titulum magistri sacrae theologiae Senis obtinuisse.? Eo 
igitur anno trigesimum saltem aetatis annum agebat. Iuxta hoc, tempus 
nativitatis eius ad annum 1441, sacerdotii vero ad annum 1466 assi- 
gnandum esset. Sed omnino non est veri simile sacerdotem novellum in 
Capitulo Generali coram dignioribus patribus totius Ordinis “gravem 
et doctam’ concionem habuisse; qua de causa veritati propinquiores 
erimus si nativitatem eius fere ad annum 1435 ponimus. 

Reliquum vitae suae cursum maxima ex parte in docendo theologiam 
transegit, nam anno 1473 regens studiorum Conventus S. Crucis Floren- 
tiae nominatus est; deinde vero (saltem ab anno 1475 ad annum 1479) in 
Universitate Pisana, anno 1472 erecta, primus ex suo Ordine, munere 
professoris sacrae theologiae fungebatur.1° Anno 1488 iterum Pisis 
invenitur qua regens studiorum in conventu Fratrum Minorum, quod 
officium ei a Francisco Samsone, Ministro Generali die 25 Maii eiusdem 
anni collatum est ad triennium.4 Die autem 7 Aprilis 1490, triennio 
igitur nondum elapso, “‘institutus est regens Florentiae pro anno futuro.’’}” 

Praeter officium docendi et studia regendi, fortasse simul cum eo, 
alia quoque suscepit munera. Ut 1am diximus,!® bis fuit electus custos 
Custodiae Florentinae, et probabiliter utraque vice ad triennium. Anno 
1483 nominatus est visitator Tertii Ordinis.* Die 7 Aprilis 1491 institutus 
est Inquisitor in Provincia Tusciae pro parte Florentinorum, pro duobus 
annis.?® In hoc officio adhuc exsistente die 10 Novembris 1492 collatum 
est ei (et magistro Francisco de Prato) onus examinandi causam monaste- 
rii Castri Florentini et castigandi cuiusdam delicti auctores et abbatissam 
confirmandi in officio.1® In munere Inquisitoris remansit ultra biennium, 
scilicet usque ad diem 8 Decembris 1493, nam — ut in Regestis Ordinis 
legitur’? — eo die a munere Inquisitoris minus honorifice revocatus est: 
“Magister Bernardinus de Florentia privatus est ac denuntiatus est 


® Cf. I. H. Sbaralea, op. cit., p. 135. 

10 Tuxta Statuta Collegii theologorum almae Universitatis Pisanae anno 
1475, ed. cum introductione a Carolo Fidelio, Pisis 1910, p. 2. 

11 Cf. Regesta Ordinis S. Francisci, ed. 1. Abate, Miscellanea Francescana, 
XXIII, 1922, p.55; etiam apud I. H. Sbaralea, op. cit., III, Romae 1936, p. 323. 

12 Tuxta Regesta Ordinis, ed. cit., p. 60. is Supra, p. 141. 

* Tabulae Capitulares Provinciae Tusciae O. M. (saec. XIV—XVIIT), 
ed. B, Bughetti, Avchivum Franciscanum Historicum, X, 1917, p. 424. 

18 Regesta Ordinis, ed. cit., p. 148. 18 [bid., p. 165 
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officio Inquisitionis propter sua demerita in Provincia Tusciae, et eius 
loco institutus est magister Franciscus de Prato.” 

Cuiusnam generis fuerint ista demerita, ex documentis non apparet, 
fortuna tamen Bernardini ex hoc tempore manifeste se inclinare coepit ; 
nam licet usque ad annum 1508 in vivis remanserit, semel tantum in his 
quindecim annis mentio eius occurrit, cum anno 1494 “‘institutus est 
supra librariam.”’?§ Officium utique studioso litterarum non ingratum, 
ei tamen qui honoris iam altiores ascenderat gradus minus gloriosum. 

Tempus locusque quo Bernardinus vitam duxit studiis litterarum 
maxime propitia erant. Medices (Cosmas, Laurentius etc.) qui Florentiam 
iam de facto regebant, studia et artes totis viribus promovebant. 
Nullibi forsitan et nullo tempore in tam parva civitate tot et tales viri 
docti et artifices in operibus suis praecipui, scriptores, poetae, pictores, 
architecti, sculptores et praesertim utriusque linguae, graecae scilicet 
et latinae cultores simul et in tanto honore vixerunt quam Florentiae 
aureo illo saeculo decimo quinto. Nil mirum igitur si et Bernardinus cives 
suae aetatis suaeque civitatis aemulari voluerit, et praeter studia philo- 
sophiae ac theologiae quibus ex professo et ex obedientia operam dare 
debuit, etiam in veterum scriptorum operibus legendis se exercuerit, 
quod eo libentius fecit quod fructus eiusmodi exercitationum etiam qua 
concionator colligere potuit. 

In hoc Dialogo Ciceronem, ut alii, qui dicuntur humanistae, maxime 
imitatus est, cum in dictione tum in forma, exemplum praebens quomodo 
argumentum, proprie religiosum lingua, quae dicitur classica, exponi 
possit. Permulta occurrunt verborum complexiones ex Tullio mutuatae 
et argumento proposito accomodatae. Verba ipsa quibus Dvalogus 
exorditur: ‘Cum saepe mecum ageres...,”” aeque ac ea quibus finitur: 
“Haec habui quae...,” ciceroniana sunt.!® Laudes, quas colloquentes 
sibi invicem tribuunt, modestiae protestationes, exhortationes et alia 
id genus, similiter ex dialogis Tull depromptae sunt. Praeter hunc novit 
utique et alios bonae latinitatis auctores, ut Terentium (Comicus noster), 
Virgilium, Horatium, Ovidium etc. Horum opera, ut credimus, non in 
scholis, sed privata industria legit.2° Etenim ea lingua quam in scholis 


( 

18 Tbid., p. 105. 

19 De amicitia, 3: ““Quum enim saepe mecum ageres, ut de amicitia 
scriberem aliquid...,’’ et n. 104: ‘“Haec habui de amicitia quae dicerem.”’ 

20 De hac re etiam Georgius Antonius Vespuccius conquestus est in 
quadam epistola (quae habetur Florentiae, Bibl. Nat., Magliab. XXXIX, 
86, c. 68 r): ‘‘Hoc quoque in me ipso, oh, quanto persaepe dolore, experior, 
quem oportuit in licteris latinis ac grecis prius, ut aiunt, preceptorem quam 
discipulum esse, atque libros prius exscribere, quam intelligam, quid ii sibi 
velint;” cit. ab A. Della Torre, Storia dell’Accademia Platonica di Firenze, 
Firenze 1902, p. 773. 


144 GEDEON GAL, O.F.M. 


didicerat, ut exempli gratia Alexandri de Villa Dei Doctrinale, vel serius 
logica, metaphysica atque theologia scholastica, parum ei profuerunt 
ad sermonis latini elegantiam adquirendam. 

Res sane difficilior erat linguam graecam sine magistro discere, 
cum eius linguae nec rudimenta in scholis conventualibus audiverit. 
Et tamen linguae graecae non erat omnino ignarus, etsi ex paucis quae 
graece affert non apparet utrum eam bene vel leviter tantum noverit. 
Inter annos 1457—1471 Florentiae commorabatur linguamque graecam 
publice docebat eximius humanista, Ioannes Argyropolus ;”4 huius forsitan 
lectiones etiam Bernardinus, tunc adolescens, frequentaverit. Huiusmodi 
coniectura quandam probabilitatem acquirit eo quod Bernardinus duos 
locos quos graece adduxit, sententiam nempe Hesiodi de via virtutis et 
exemplum Herculis in bivio,?? ex Epistola XXII S. Basilii sumpsit.?% 
Argyropolus tunc temporis in operibus S. Basilii latine vertendis occu- 
patus erat; quid igitur magis consentaneum est quam quod eiusdem 
Sancti opera etiam cum discipulis suis legerit eisque illustraverit ? Ad 
hunc finem maxime apta videri poterat ea epistola quam memoravimus, 
in qua S. Basilius exponit quomodo adolescentes ex gentilium libris 
fructum capere possint. Huius enim auctoritate uti solebant humanistae 
ad probandum lectionem auctorum gentilium non solum culpa carere, 
immo etiam fructuosam esse christianis. 


De Dialogi personis 


Bernardinus in Dialogo suo tres inducit personas, illustres utique 
simul ac amicas, qui alternis sermonibus argumentum propositum 
evolvunt.”4 

Primus horum, cui et opusculum dedicatur quemque auctor ut 
patrem ac magistrum veneratur, est Franciscus de Ruvere, qui 
postquam anno 1444, aetate triginta annorum, magister sacrae theolo- 
giae declaratus est ; eandem disciplinam multis in locis summa cum laude 
docuit; alta munera in Ordine S. Francisci gessit; Minister Generalis 
totius Ordinis Fratrum Minorum electus est (a. 1464); paucis post annis 


21 Cf. M. Jugie, in Enciclopedia Cattolica, I, coll. 1880s. 

i Nnaboele Gon Tye 

28 PG 31, 571 A—B et 574 B. Epistola ista eo tempore iam in latinum 
versa exstitit opere Leonardi Bruni Aretini, immo etiam typis excusa, 
Moguntiae, apud Schoffner, anno 1459 vel 1460. Cf. O. Bardenhewer, 
Geschichte der Altkirchlichen Literatur, 11, Freiburg im Br. 1912, pp. 1458. 

24 Libellus quidem iste De laudibus castitatis atque virginitatis inscribitur, 
sed eodem iure inscribi posset etiam De uxore non ducenda vel De caelibatus 
commendatione. 
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(a. 1476) cardinalis tituli S. Petri ad Vincula creatus; tandem die 9 
Augusti 1471 ad Summum Pontificatum evectus est. 

Opus non est ut de tanto viro hoc loco diffusius agamus, cum rerum 
scriptores iam satis superque de eo tractaverint.2® Ex Dialogo, cui auctor 
novem diebus antequam Franciscus Petri cathedram ascendisset finem 
imposuit, confirmatur quod iam aliunde notum erat, nempe quod ipse 
“et quam maxime rerum gestarum gloria prae ceteris floreret et summa 
apud Beatissimum Pontificem auctoritate plurimaque inter ceteros 
doctrina valeret.”?® Apparet insuper eum studia humanitatis magni 
aestimasse eorumque qui se se eiusmodi studiis dederunt amicum fuisse, 
et inter ceteros etiam Georgium Antonium Vespuccium et Christopho- 
rum Calitianum amicitia comprehendisse. 

Discussio quidem ista in sua forma hodierna imaginaria est :27 
“Georgius Antonius et Christophorus Calitianus, qui se se religioni dedi- 
care percupiunt, ad consulendum Franciscum veniunt, quonam pacto 
castitatis integritatem conservare possint.”” Nihilominus probabili saltem 
ratione supponi potest hos tres viros quadam inter se familiaritate con- 
iunctos fuisse et de rebus hic disputatis aliquando inter se sermonem 
contulisse. Tempus huiusmodi colloquii assignari potest ad annos quibus 
Franciscus breviori longiorive tempore Florentiae, in Conventu S. Crucis 
commoratus est, probabiliter antequam Minister Generalis esset (1464). 
Ipse in disputatione primas utique partes agit, et aliae duae personae 
quaestionibus et obiectionibus suis ei non tam adversantur quam potius 
eum adiuvant, ut cogitata sua magis expedite proferre possit. Nec ars 
ista disputandi sine fundamento ei attributa est. Notae enim sunt con- 
certationes eius cum Jacobo de Brixia aliisque duobus Praedicatoribus 


25 Cf. L. Pastor, Geschichte der Pdpste,? II, Freiburg im Br. 1894, pp. 
27 SS. 
nt 26 Infra, pp.149s. De Francisci eruditione et doctrina,rem forsitan in maius 
augendo, haec scribit Platina (alias Bartholomaeus Sacchi), in Vita Christi 
ac omnium Pontificum: ‘‘Tanta autem ac tamconstanti fama permoti Italiae 
principes, et qui rerum potiuntur, hominem publico salario conduxere. 
Publice enim Patavii, Bononiae, Papiae, Florentiae, Perusii legit: quem 
Perusini ob singularem doctrinam et integritatem in civium suorum numerum 
accepere. Tantumn autem his in locis legendo profecit, ut nemo fere doctus 
in Italia sit, qui‘ non huius auditor fuerit. Testatur hoc praeceptor meus 
Ioannes Argyropylus; testatur Bonfranciscus Arlotus, aliique permulti viri 
doctissimi, qui ex hoc fonte quod sapiunt, hausere. Hominem quoque fre- 
quenter audivit Bessarion cardinalis Nicenus, vir latina et graeca littera 
insignis, cuius familiaritate ita delectatus est, ut eodem contubernio per- 
saepe usi sint. Nihilque edere Nicenus ipse umquam voluerit, quod non huius 
lima prius et iudicio emendatum esset; tanti faciebat hominis doctrinam 
et ingenium,” apud L. A. Muratori, Rerum Italicarum Scriptores, III, Citta 
di Castello 1913, p. 400. 

27 Infra, p. 150. 


10 Franciscan Studies 1963 
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die 18 Decembris 1462 coram episcopis, cardinalibus et ipso Summo 
Pontifice, Pio II, Romae habitae de sanguine Christi.?® Res adhuc diffi- 
ciliores agitat in aliis duobus tractatibus, similiter contentiosis, De 
potentia Dei et De futuris contingentibus.?9 

Unum adhuc subnotare iuvat: Franciscus, cum ut S. Francisci 
filius tum maxime ut Duns Scoti discipulus, privilegium marianum de 
Immaculata Conceptione tota mente credidit ac omnibus viribus tutatus 
est. Hoc luculenter apparet ex actibus sui Pontificatus, etiamsi quaestio- 
nem tunc temporis acriter disceptatam auctoritate apostolica dirimere 
noluit.2° Huiusmodi studio ac amore certe iam ante Pontificatum, ut 
simplex magister Franciscus, flagrabat, quod Bernardinum haud latuit; 
qua de causa occasionem accepit, ut inter virginitatis laudes Franciscum 
ut defensorem Immaculatae Conceptionis induceret eumque laudes 
B. Mariae Virginis sublimibus verbis (partim ab Ovidio mutuatis) cantare 
faciat: ‘“‘Ergo ades, et placido mea munera vultu respice ... Virgo.” 

Secundus est in sermone Georgius Antonius Vespuccius, litte- 
rarum antiquarum egregius studiosus, latinae graecaeque linguae peri- 
tissimus, omnium humanistarum qui dicuntur amicus. Is non parvam 
famam eo quoque meritus est quod nepotem suum, Americum Vespuc- 
cium, maximum post Christophorum Columbum nautam, bonis artibus 
instituit simul atque bonis moribus imbuit. Exstat adhuc libellus iuvenis 
Americi,#! in quo dictata patrui continentur. Multa in eo de virtutum 
laude et de commendatione vitae honestae leguntur. 

Georgius Antonius ab auctore Dialog: ‘vir praeclarissimus’ dicitur, 
a Francisco vero constanter ‘iuvenis’ appellatur. Et revera si — ut cre- 
ditur — anno 1434 natus est, anno 1471, quo Dvalogus redactus est, 
vir maturus 37 annorum erat, tempore tamen quo disputatio locum 


28 Ed. Romae, anno 1471 vel 1472. De ista controversia videsis Platinam, 
ubi prius, ed. cit., pp. 401 ss.; I. Quétif — I. Echard, Scriptoves Ordinis 
Praedicatorum, I, Parisiis 1719, pp. 822—825; M.-D. Chenu, in Dictionnaire 
de Théologie Catholique, X1V—1, coll. 1094 ss. 

29 Editi fuerunt Romae 1473, simul cum tractatu De sanguine Christi. 
Alia tria scripta Francisco de Ruvere adscribi solent, nempe de quinque 
gradibus distinctionis formalis, de conceptione sanctae Mariae et de concordia 
inter doctrinam S. Thomae et Duns Scoti, sed sine fundamento. Cf. Sbaralea, 
op. cit., III, Romae 1936, p. 106. Platina, Joc. cit., p. 402, cum de tractatu 
De futuris contingentibus loquitur, dicit: “in quo ostendere... annixus est 
rationibus quidem non vulgaribus, Thomam Aquinatem et Scotum in sen- 
tentiis convenire, licet verbis differre videantur.’’ Ex his verbis, festinanter 
perlectis, tractatus per se stans effictus est. 

30 De hac re optime Ch. Sericoli, Immaculata B. M. Virginis Conceptio 
tuxta Xystt IV constitutiones, Sibenici — Romae 1945. 

31 Florentiae, Bibl. Riccardiana, 2649, iuxta A. German, Amerigo and 
the New World, New York 1955, pp. 40 ss. Saepe in hoc libro Georgius Anto- 
nius commemoratur. 
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habuisse fingitur (ante annum 1464) iuvenis dici potuit. Eo iam tempore, 
ut Bernardinus dicit, se religioni dedicare percupivit.?2 Nec hoc sine 
fundamento dictum est, nam Georgius eiusmodi propositum anno 1480 
perfecit, anno vero 1497 e manu Hieronymi Savonarolae habitum 
S. Dominici suscepit.3* 

Tertius qui particeps est disputationis vocatur Christophorus 
Calitianus, vel, ut saepe scribitur, Calicianus. Hic quoque iuvenis, 
sed iam litteris eruditus, et similiter ac Georgius Antonius statum religio- 
sum amplectere desiderat, solum continentiam timet. 

Quisnam iste Calitianus fuerit, in fontibus quos prae manibus habere 
potuimus, non invenimus. Inter litteratos Florentinos circa medietatem 
saeculi decimi quinti duo Christophori eminent. Unus est Landinus 
(1424—1408), elegans cum carminum tum solutae orationis scriptor. 
Hic non parvam famam sibi comparavit dialogis suis, inter quos notandi 
sunt Disputationes Camaldulenses,*4 in quibus inter alios viros clarissimos 
etiam Georgius Antonius Vespuccius disputans inducitur. Sed Landinus 
non potest esse Christophorus praesentis disputationis, cum de hoc ibi 
dicatur:% ‘‘Primo huic iuniori respondeam; deinde tibi, o Georgi, satis- 
faciam.”’ Landinus autem, utpote anno 1424 natus,3® decem annis senior 
erat quam Georgius Antonius. 

Alius vir litteratus eius nominis atque aetatis fuit Christophorus 
Marsupinus, Landini discipulus et Marsilii Ficini familiaris.?? Quo anno 
iste Christophorus natus sit, ignoramus, sed invenimus eum inter novem 
invitatos ad Symposium Platonicum die 7 Novembris 1474 a Marsilio 
Ficino in honorem Platonis paratum.%* Tempore quo nostra disputatio 
habita fingitur ei bene convenire potuit appellatio ‘iuvenis’ immo et 
‘adolescentis.’ Ratio tamen cur Bernardinus eum Calitianum potius 
quam Marsupinum (si revera de eo agitur) vocet, vel Aretinum, ex loco 
unde familia orta est, nos latet. Non longe a Florentia situm est oppidu- 
lum cui nomen Calenzano: si noster Christophorus ibi natus sit vel in 
locis vicinis terram domumve possederit, ex hoc Bernardinus iam causam 
idoneam nancisci potuisset, cur eum Calitianum vocaverit, eo vel magis 


( 

32 Infra, p. 150. 

33 Cf. A. Della Torre, op. cit., p. 773. 

34 Redactae cc. 1475, editae Florentiae 1480; finguntur tamen aestate 
anni 1468 habitae. 

Ss knira, pp. 104. 

36 Cf. Enciclopedia Italiana, XX, col. 493. 

37 Cf. A. Della Torre, op. cit., pp. 93, 658. 

38 Ibid., p. 814. Cf. etiam M.E.Cosenza, Biographical and _ Buiblio- 
graphical Dictionary of the Italian Humanists and of the World of Classical 
Scholarship in Italy, 1300-—1800, V. Boston 1962, scheda 1117. 
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quia nomen Marsupinus, a marsupio, seu sacculo nummorum ductum, 
originem minus nobilem prodit quam aliud, a loco nativitatis vel com- 
morationis dervivatum. Sed ista non sunt nisi belle coniecta. Ceterum, 
mos erat humanistarum nomina sua deponere, et alia quae antiquitatem 
saperent sibi assumere. Ita suo arbitrio nomen sibi imposuerunt Pom- 
ponius Laetus, Platina, Callimachus et alii.®° 


De codice manuscripto 


Opusculum infra edendum asservatur Florentiae in Bibliotheca 
Medicea-Laurentiana, Plut. XXV sin., cod. 7, inter codices manuscriptos 
qui e Conventu S. Crucis provenerunt. Est libellus membranaceus, corio 
tectus, mm. 215 xX 140, habens ff. 31, ex quibus tantum ff. 3—29 scripta 
sunt, lineis plenis.?° 

Textus latinus exaratus est a quodam scribendi artifice, litteris 
claris atque compositis, scriptura libraria, quae vocatur humanistica. 
Duae citationes grecae (ff. 26r—27r) ab alia manu scriptae sunt, non tam 
belle, sed tamen satis emendate. Ultimae tandem quatuor lineae (f. 29v): 
“Finit opusculum... per me... fratrem Bernardinum... Amen,” 
manu ipsius auctoris scriptae sunt. Similiter Bernardinus ipse apposuit 
in marginibus nomina quorumdam auctorum qui in textu commemoran- 
tur. Non apparet a quonam factae sint correctiones quae hic atque illic 
occurrunt; etenim cum acumine pennae scriptae sunt, ac si corrector 
timuisset ne nitorem paginarum deturparet. 

Prima pagina scripta (f. 3r) a tribus lateribus sertis perpulchris (ex 
frondibus, floris et fructibus) minio pictis exornata est. In prima vero 
littera praefationis, quae est C grandis, effigies apparet cuiusdam fratris 
minoris, qui librum in manibus tenet. Coniectura, imaginem magistri 
Francisci de Ruvere esse ibi expressam, omni fundamento fortasse non 
caret. 

Ars ista minio pingendi saeculo XV Florentiae ad summam pervenit 
perfectionem. Is quoque qui hoc opusculum decoravit, in arte sua per- 
fectus erat, et quantum ex exemplis luce expressis, quae vidimus,*! 
coniecere valemus, ad scholam Francisci Antonii del Cherico (+ 1484) 
pertinebat. 


OC, Ie, IRBNSIMOE, (oe), (ite, 10s Store) Si. 

40 Cf. A. M. Bandini, Catalogus Codicum Latinorum Bibliothecae Mediceae- 
Laurentianae, IV, Florentiae 1777, coll. 186s. 

41 Cf. M. L. D’Ancona, Miniatura e Miniatori a Firenze dal XIV al XVI 


secolo, Firenze 1952, pp. 127—137; S. Vagaggini, La miniatura Fiorentina 
net secolt XIV e XV, Firenze 1952. 
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Utrum libellus iste Summo Pontifici, ut erat in votis, oblatus fuerit 
necne, certo scire non possumus. Ex eo tamen quod Florentiae potius 
quam in Bibliotheca Vaticana asservatur, veri similem ducimus partem 
negativam. 

In editione nostra rationem scribendi hodie usitatam adhibemus. 
Amanuensis diphtongos non scripsit nec eas aliqua nota indicavit. 
Praeter hoc occurrunt quaedam verba modo peculari scripta, culus rei 
exempla (si quorum intersit) haec sunt: abscultate, Accademicorum, 
apello, apetitus, arta; cohercere, condictionem; diserere, diseri, diffinisset, 
diffinitionem; Ethycorum; Foronei (pvo Phoronei); hauxisse (pvo hau- 
sisse), heremi, hyconomica, hylari, hysce; iocundius; lecticha, licterarum; 
mile; narandi; ocii, ociosi, Olimpo; perdificile, prephatio; scolastico, 
settemini (pro sectemini), supelectilem, sydera; thyrocinio (adiective), 
tirannis; velud. 


DIALOGUS DE LAUDIBUS 
CASTITATIS ATQUE VIRGINITATIS 


Praefatio religiosi viri Fratris Bernardini Florentini, Ordinis Minorum, 
in dialogum de laudibus castitatis atque virginitatis ad Reverendissimum 
Dominum Franciscum, tituli Sancti Petri ad Vincula, olim Cardinalem 
dignissimum, nunc vero Pontificem Summum feliciter incipit. 

Cum saepe mecum ageres, Reverendissime Domine, ut quasdam 
veluti litterarum primitias et quaedam — ut ita loquar — quasi studio- 
rum meorum degustationem ad te scriberem, visum est libellum quen- 
dam de virginitatis atque castitatis laudibus a me nuper Dei ope editum 
transmittere. In quo omnes studii mei labores atque omnem industriam, 
quoad mei ingenioli acumen litterarumque copia ususque exercitationis 
mihi facultatem subministrare potuerunt, consumpsi ac diligentius 
elaboravi. Et si id quod temporis datur, libentius in philosophiae ac 
theologiae praeceptionibus terere malui, tamen quidquid otii nactus fui, 
in hoc meo opusculo quodam scholastico flore depingere consuevi. Et 
id eo iucundius ac gratius perfeci cum ut morem tuae gererem voluntati 
tum etiam ut haec prima velut quaedam litterarum praeludia atque 
parva munuscula, varlis ac permultis ex locis excerpta, tuae reveren- 
dissimae dignitati offerrem tibique dedicarem. 

Nulli etenim accomodatius, dignius ac gratius meas vigilias tradendas 
esse iudicavi quam illi qui hac tempestate et quam maxima rerum 
gestarum gloria prae ceteris floreret et summa apud Beatissimum Ponti- 
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ficem! auctoritate plurimaque inter ceteros doctrina valeret. Nam cum 
saepenumero mecum ipse memoria repeto, primum Dei gratiam, deinde 
te longe mihi principem et ad suscipiendam et ad ingrediendam horum 
studiorum rationem exstitisse. Hoc nempe ab optimarum artium studio 
ac disciplina profectum, quantumcumque est, quod est certe vel mini- 
mum, hoc, inquam, totum quod polliceri possum, tuae dignitati, ex qua 
dependet, conferre debeo. Cui si hos primos meos, quasi de litteris floscu- 
los, pergratos fore sensero, maiore cum fiducia exornatioreque dicendi 
concinnitate ac sententiarum gravitate ad alia me deinceps ad te per- 
scribenda conferam. 

Accipies igitur nunc, Reverendissime Domine, hoc primum opus- 
culum ac perexiguum dialogum, non equidem tua summa et excellen- 
tissima doctrina dignum, in quo varias atque perpulchras auctorum, 
eorumque illustrium, de castitate disputationes atque sententias, huc 
atque illuc diffusas, collegi meoque arbitratu hoc in libello distinxi. 
Atque ut huic meae institutioni plus gravitatis atque ponderis accederet, 
te cum Georgio Antonio Vespuccio atque Christophoro Cali- 
tiano, clarissimis viris, disputantem introduxi, ne — ut inquit De 
amicitia Cicero,?—‘inquam’ et ‘inquit’ saepius interponerentur. Et ideo 
libentius effeci, ut et tamquam a praesentibus coram haberi sermo 
videretur, et oratio ipsa, tua auctoritate illustrata, clarior, ornatior 
graviorque redderetur. Neminem enim, ut certo scio, tam iucunde, 
tam graviter, tam prudenter, tam denique constanter de huiusmodi re 
disserere posse existimo quam qui et semper caste integreque vitam 
egerit et aliis diserte atque accurate hoc persuaserit. 

Velim igitur te, non me loqui putes. Et si quid non eo nitore sermonis 
excultum et vi sua instructum et luce orationis ornatum erit, hoc non 
tibi neque meae erga te voluntati ac studio, sed cum tuae amplissimae 
dignitati, quae ultro elegantiora atque longe maiora efflagitare videtur, 
tum etiam meo tenui ac tirocinio ingenio adscribas, oro. 

Sed iam te ipsum disputantem audiamus. — Georgius Antonius 
et Christophorus Calitianus, quise se religioni dedicare percupiunt, 
ad consulendum Franciscum veniunt, quonam pacto castitatis inte- 
gritatem conservare possint. Ab his proficiscitur sermo. Respondet 
Franciscus, cuius tota disputatio est de castitatis laudibus, quam tua 
reverendissima dominatio perlegens, facile omnia cognoscet. 

1 Paulus II (1464—1471). 

_ #1, 3: “Quasi ipsos induxi loquentes, ne ‘inquam’ et ‘inquit’ saepius 
interponerentur.”” Citationes auctorum Graecorum Latinorumque, qui 


Classici vocantur, sumuntur ex editionibus quae in The Loeb Classical 
Library prodierunt. 
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Incipit Dialogus 

Georgius Antonius: Animadverte, 0 Calitiane, qualem nunc 
disputationem a Francisco, maximae autoritatis viro, accepturus sis, 
aut quocum hac de re, in cuius mentionem incidimus, pugnaturus 
adveneris. 

Calitianus: Volo equidem, o Francisce, te de hac potissimum re 
consulere, nam mihi sane voluptas ipsa prae ceteris rebus praestare 
videtur. Tu autem, o Georgi, considerabis. 

Franciscus: Georgio autem quidnam videtur ? 

Georgius: Et maxime quidem ea mihi sententia est. Quid enim 
homine infelicius imbecilliusve dici potest — teste eloquentissimo 
Hieronymo*— quia carne superatur ? ““Grande etenim est — ut idem* 
Ad Mauritu filam — et immortale et paene ultra naturam corpoream 
concupiscentiae flammas et adolescentiae faces animi virtute restinguere 
et spirituali conatu vim genitivae oblectationis contra naturae legem 
excludere, solatia coniugis despicere, dulcedinem contemnere liberorum, 
et quaecunque praesentis vitae commoda amore Christi pro nihilo 
computare.”’ 

Franciscus: Georgius profecto, Calitiane, voluptatem venereamque 
delectationem ceteraque huiusce generis omnia maxime extulit ac 
laudavit virorumque illustrium sententia confirmavit. Longe vero alia 
mihi sententia est. Haec quidem minime laudanda esse videntur, cum 
ex homine eoque rationali, quo a ceteris animantibus disiungimur, brutum 
animal efficiant et vires animi ac corporis debilitent. Verum sapere, 
intelligere, meminisse et quae hisce cognata sunt, multo mihi meliora 
atque potiora esse quam voluptas ipsa opinio recta verique ratio declarat. 
Haec qui habuerit, non bestiam atque feram, sed verum hominem appello. 

Calitianus: Unde ista suscipis aut quomodo istam sententiam 
tueris ? 

Georgius: Necesse est te istaec probasse, si vera sunt quae dicis. 

Franciscus: Agite, id insuper virginitate atque castitate, ut propriis 
vocabulis utamur, nihil vitae hominum conducibilius ac melius assera- 
mus. ' 

Calitianus) At “‘vivere in carne praeter carnem, non terrena vitas 
sed caelestis est,” ut Hieronymo?® placet; et quis in his corporei, 
vinculis constitutus caelestem vitam degere permittitur ? 

3 Hanc sententiam in operibus Hieronymi non invenimus. 

4 Pseudo-Hieronymus, Epist.r2 (Virginitatis laus), n.1 (inter opp. 
Hieron., PL 30, 163 C—D), paucis mutatis. 


5 Pseudo-Hieronymus, Epist.g (De assumptione B. Mariae Virginis), 
n. 5 (inter opp. Hieron., PL 30, 126 D). 
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Franciscus: Tu vero quid dicis, o Georgi? 

Georgius: Mihi quidem haec eadem concedenda videntur. 

Calitianus: Istuc quidem verum est, sed quoniam iam in virgini- 
tatis atque castitatis mentionem devenimus, et hic, sub hac quercu, iuxta 
hunc fontem, mira testudine decoratum, variisque arborum frondibus 
obsitum, otiosi conquiescimus, pergratum mihi feceris, — credo hoc 
quidem fore Georgio —, si de hac re, quae in medium proposita est, 
quemadmodum de ceteris rebus quae ex te quaeruntur, disserueris: quid 
tu ipse sentias, qualem existimes, quae praecepta des. 

Georgius: Mihi equidem placet, nam — ut dixit Calitianus — 
utrique nostrum gratum admodum feceris, quod ut facias, oro. 

Franciscus: Ego vero non gravarer sane, si tantum in me ingenii 
atque facultatis vigere perspicerem, ut et vobis utrisque optatis satis- 
fecisse et de tam praeclara re verba fecisse viderer. Sed quis ego sum, 
aut quae est in me dicendi copia ac disputandi facundia, ut de tam ampla 
ac singulari re loqui audeam? Magnum profecto opus est egetque exer- 
citatione non parva. Nihil est enim tam naturae aptum tamque acco- 
modatum quam bene, caste, integre beateque vivere, cum virginitas ipsa 
nihil aliud esse videatur, quam perpetua — ut aiunt — in carne cor- 
ruptibili incorruptionis meditatio atque cogitatio;® quam quidem de- 
finitionem eandem fere castitati assignabimus. Nam quid hoc munere 
melius, quid hoc dono excellentius a Deo mortali datum est quam per 
ipsam virginitatem hominem in hac corporis mole constitutum fieri 
angelum et quasi deum? “Bene ac perpulchre angelus ad Virginem 
mittitur, quia semper est angelis cognata virginitas.’’ Sororem enim 
angelorum ipsam divus Hieronymus’ vocitat. Nam maiori certe gloriae 
homini tribuendum est angelicam naturam sibi comparare posse quam 
ipsam suapte natura a teneris insertam habere. “Esse quippe angelum 
est esse felicitatis, esse vero virginem atque castum virtutis.’’ Super- 
greditur namque virginitas — dicit Ambrosius® — condicionem huma- 
nae naturae, per quam homines angelis assimilantur. Hoc idem et 
Cicero noster ad Caesarem, Pro Marco Marcello,® luce clarius ostendere 
videtur: ‘““Animum enim vincere, iracundiam cohibere, victoriam tem- 
perare, adversarium nobilitate, ingenio, virtute praestantem non modo 


6 Haec definitio virginitatis est Augustini, De santa virginitate, c. 13, 
n. 12 (PL 40, 401). 

7 Pseudo-Hieronymus, Epist. 9, n. 5 (inter opp. Hieron., PL 30, 126s); 
cum sententia quae praecedit tum ea quae sequitur Pseudo-Hieronymi sunt. 

8 Expositio in Psalmum 118, n. 8: “Et merito expertes libidinis angelis 
comparantur” (PL 15, 1309 C). 

OVE, &y. 
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extollere iacentem, sed etiam amplificare eius pristinam dignitatem, 
haec qui facit non ego eum summis viris comparo, sed deo simillimum 
iudico.” Quid enim fortius aut praestantius sive maiore laude atque 
gloriae splendore dignius quam se se ipsum vincere, ut inquit Demos- 
thenes?® ille, ad Alexandrum Macedonum regem: Domuisti Graeciam, 
vicisti Lacedaemoniam, fregisti Thebas, Persas postmodum debellaturus 
et Indos; haec tamen hominis omnia sunt. Nulla est enim tanta vis, 
tanta copia quae non ferro et viribus debilitari frangique possit. Verum, 
animum superare, iracundiam atque libidinem coercere, sibi ipsi imperare, 
victoriam temperare, victis indulgere, qui haec fecerit, non est hic viris 
summis aequandus, sed deo simillimus iudicandus. Non enim — ut in 
Ethicorum" libro meminit saepe Aristoteles — ob ea quae insunt nobis 
a natura aut quae casu eveniunt et fortuna, verum ab his quae nostra 
efficiuntur sponte, laudamur atque vituperamur. Si igitur quae natura 
aut fortuitu fiunt vincimus, quanto magis quae in nostra sunt potestate 
cohibere superareque possumus? Et quid gloriosius quam carnem vin- 
cere? Quid contra imbecillius quam a carne turpiter ignominioseque 
vinci? “‘An ille liber dicendus est cui haec, tamquam mulier viro, voluptas 
imperat; cui leges imponit, ut ait in Paradoxis!? Cicero, praescribit, 
iubet, vetat quod videtur; qui nihil imperanti negare potest, nihil 
recusare audet; poscit, dandum est; vocat, veniendum est; eicit, abeun- 
dum est; minatur extimescendum est? Ego vero istum non tantum 
servum, sed nequissimum hominem, etiamsi amplissima familia natus sit, 
appellandum puto.”’ Quomodo hic libero imperabit, qui non potest suis 
cupiditatibus imperare? Refrenet igitur primum libidines suas, spernat 
voluptates, iracundiam auferat, coerceat avaritiam, ceteras animi labes 
repellat et — ut Graeci dicunt — 67 pdvov 7 c&yabdv xaddov: quod 
honestum est, id solum bonum existimet. In quo enim haec virtus est, 
ei nihil ad bene beateque vivendum deesse puto. 

Haec igitur habui quae de castitate atque virginitate dicerem, 
quaeque ipse meo iudicio sentirem. Nunc vero quaenam vobis de hac re 
sententia sit, audire percupio. 

Georgius: Mihi quidem ista satis probabilia videntur; nescio vero 
quid animi Calitiano sit. Sed tamen illud perdifficile ac permolestum mihi 


10 Cf. Cicero, Pro Marcello, III, 8, paulo ante locum modo citatum: 
“Domuisti gentis immanitate barbaras, multitudine innumerabiles, locis 
infinitas, omni copiarum genere abundantis; sed tamen ea vicisti quae et 
naturam et condicionem ut vinci possent habebant; nulla est enim tanta 
vis quae non ferro et viribus debilitari frangique possit: animum vincere ...,” 
etc., ut supra, in auctoritate praecedenti. 

11 Ethica Nicomachea, II, c. 4 (1106a 6—9); III, c. 1 (1109 b 30—3z2). 

12° V. 36: ‘“‘An ille mihi liber cui mulier imperat, cui leges imponit.. .”’ 
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visum est: praeceptum enim maioribus nostris a Deo datum tollere 
videris, qui humanum genus et crescere et multiplicare praecepit.'® 

Calitianus: Hoc quod paulo ante, Georgi, dixisti idem sentio. Verum 
unum suae sententiae adversari video: quia natura ipsa, omnium rerum 
genitrix, ad libidinem a labore proclivius atque prona esse dignoscitur.™ 
Quomodo igitur vera haec dicis, si — ut omnium Philosophorum fert 
opinio — natura mutari non potest ? In hoc enim Cato? ille se se sapien- 
tem appellabat, quod naturam, optimum ducem, tamquam deum 
sequeretur. 

Exspecto, — ut etiam Georgium exspectare conicio —, quid ad 
haec respondeas. Volumus enim ista a te, praeclarissimo ac nostris 
temporibus disertissimo viro, diligentius disseri ac longiore disputatione 
in medium afferri, quem unum nostrae aetatis virum et summo ingenio 
et vita integerrima et temperantia praestantissimum audeo dicere. 
Quid enim aut ad bonos mores aut ad rerum cognitionem aut ad nostram 
institutionem sacramque religionem spectat quod in te desiderari non 
possit ? Sunt in te mores, ut ait Horatius,}® sunt certi denique fines, 
quos ultra citraque nequit consistere rectum. 

Franciscus: Recte, Georgi, ista tibi probabilia videntur; sed rectius 
dixisses si vera et quodammodo necessaria existimasses; tamen haec 
quae obicis, ex quo placet ut de hoc invicem conferamus, quo de nunc 
egimus facile, ut poterimus, explicabimus. 

Tibi autem, Calitiane, qui tua erga me singulari benevolentia tantum 
mihi tribuis quantum ego nec agnosco nec postulo, — facis, credo, 
amice —, deinceps respondebimus. Verumtamen existimare debes quam 
plurimos esse praeclariores ac excellentiores, qui de hac re in medium 
adducta accuratius, diligentius ac plenius se se ultro disputaturos polli- 
cerentur. Non enim mihi videor esse Gorgias ille Leontinus!” aut Lysias, 
quos artis oratoriae inventores, ut perhibent, exstitisse constat, aut unus 
ex medio illarum Athenarum, quas inventrices omnium disciplinarum 
fuisse antiquitas tradidit ; qui magno in conventu hominum de quacunque 
re, quam quisque doctissimus vellet audire, se se extemplo disputaturos 

EN COD iy, Pees (0) MGR), 1b XO), “Gf 

“ Tuxta Terentium, Andria, I, 50—51. Videsis infra, p. 157. 

15 Cf. Cicero, qui in De finibus bonorum et malorum, libro III, Catonem 


inducit ethicam Stoicorum defendentem. Idem, De amicitia, V, 19, dicit 
(ore Laelii): “. .. sequantur, quantum homines possunt, naturam, optimam 
bene vivendi ducem.”’ 
_ 18 Sativae, I, 1, vv. 106—107: “‘Est modus in rebus, sunt certi denique 
fines, | quos ultra citraque nequit consistere rectum.” 

17 Quae de Gorgia hic dicuntur, legi possunt apud Ciceronem, De finibus 
bonorum et malorum, II, 1; ad eundem alludit Cicero etiam in De amicitia, 
[, 17; cf. Isidorus, Etymologiarum, II, c. 2 (PL 82, 124 D). 
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praedicabant. Haec ab illis sunt quaerenda ac dilgentius investiganda 
qui non solum arte, sed etiam natura ipsa exercitationeque dicendi 
quamplurimum valuerunt. Quam ob rem, optimi adolescentes, hortor 
vos, ut ab illis haec petatis. 

Georgius: Nos autem haec a te petimus, quem unum excellentis- 
simum esse et honestissima et studiosissima vita declarat; qui virtutes 
morum, qui prudentiam, qui scientiam, qui sapientiam utramque, qui 
fidem et spem et caritatem adeo exacte es consecutus, ut felicitatem 
utramque et id insuper quod perfectissimo cuique utroque in statu 
conceditur, tibi tribuere non dubitemus. Quare, Pater optime, perge ut 
facis, et antequam nox atra irruat, hanc disputationem breviter ab- 
solvas. 

Calitianus: Hoc idem, ut facias antequam discedamus, te — ut 
dicit Georgius — oro atque vehementer rogo; utrique etenim nostrum 
rem pergratam feceris. 

Franciscus: Video vos, attentissimi iuvenes, maiorem in modum 
hanc disputationem optare et a me, quem minimum omnium eruditissi- 
morum maximum vobis proposuistis, exquirere. Ne igitur vestris votis 
obnoxius hoc quod iniungitis recusare videar, de ipsa castitate atque 
virginitate, hoc, pingui — ut aiunt!® — Minerva, sic habetote. Malo 
enim sic crasse atque ieiuniter vobiscum agere quam vestrae in me 
humanitati temere repugnare. 

Quod enim dicis, Georgi Antoni, ista tibi probabilia videri, nisi Dei 
legem, maioribus traditam tollere viderer, qui et cresci et augmentari 
genus hominum praecepit: haec sententia, et quodammodo cohortatio 
non ad haec, sed ad illa praeterita saecula — ut mea aliorumque sententia 
est — referenda videtur, cum illud magis hac tempestate dicere liceat :19 
Multiplicasti gentem, et non magnificasti laetitiam. Vae illis praegnantibus 
et nutrientibus — ait bonus Iesus?® — in allis diebus. Et illud:?! Laetare 
sterilis, quae non paris; erumpe et clama, quae non parturis. 

Audite, quomodo hanc quaestionem quam in medium attulisti, 
Georgi, perbelle solvat eloquentissimus noster Hieronymus.” “Quid 
ad nos, — inquit —, in quos fines saeculorum devenerunt, si post diluvium 
et ante diluvium viguit ista sententia: Crescite, inquam, e¢ multiplica- 


18 Exempli gratia Cicero, De amicitia, V, 19; Horatius, Sativae, Il, 2—3. 

19 [sat. 9, 3: 

20 Matth. 24, 19; Marc. 13,17; Luc. 21, 23. 

a fis. 54, 15 Galata) 27: 

22 Epist. 123 (ad Ageruchiam, de monogamia), n.13 (PL 22, 1054); 
similia in Epist. 22 (ad Eustochium, Paulae filiam, de custodia virginitatis), 
nn. 21—23 (PL 22, 407ss.). Respiciuntur in ordine: I Cor. 10, 11; Gen. I, 
28; 8, 17; 9, 1 et 7; I Cor. 7, 29; Matth. 3, 10 et Luc. 3, 19. 
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mini; quibus nunc dicitur: Tempus breve est; et: Iam securis ad radices 
arborum posita est, quae silvam Legis et nuptiarum evangelica falce 
succidat ?”’ Ideo silva succrescit, ut postea succidatur; ideo ager seritur, 
ut metatur. Iam plenus est orbis, terra nos non capit, bella secant, morbi 
subtrahunt, naufragia absorbent, et nihilominus de terminis quotidie 
litigamus. Tempus enim amplexendi et tempus longe fiert ab amplexibus.?8 
Quid enim iucundius, quid maiore laude apud maiores nostros, quid, 
tandem, Deo gratius illis temporibus esse videbatur quam foetum ex suo 
utero producere potuisse ? Quibus poeta ille citharoedus, David, decan- 
tare solitus erat:24 Filid tui, sicut novellae olivarum, in circuitu mensae 
tuae. Et videas — paulo infra — filios filiorum tuorum, pacem super Israel. 
Illi vero minime divino cultui dediti, se quasi Deo permolesti atque 
exsecrabiles a sacrificiis eorum exterminabantur qui absque liberis et 
prole steriles degebant. Unde et in Veteri Lege Ioachim, Virginis gloriosae 
Mariae parentem et Annam, Elchanae uxorem, plorantes ex Dei fano 
expulsos fuisse legimus aliosque multos eodem modo eiectos invenimus.?® 

Nobis autem, qui ad infima ferrea saecula devenimus, aliter a Iesu 
Christo, nostro Redemptore ac legum NoviTestamenti conditore dicitur :76 
Qui vult venive post me, abneget semetipsum,et tollat crucem suam et sequa- 
tur me. Et:27 Si vis perfectus esse, vade et vende omnia quae habes, et da 
pauperibus, et sequere me. Et:?8 St quis venit ad me, et non odit patrem 
suum et matrem et filios et sorores et uxorem, adhuc autem et animam suam, 
non potest meus esse discipulus. Hoc in plerisque locis commemorat, 
haec Nova Lex. Et recte quidem, quia qui seminat in carne, — ut dicit 
Apostolus?® —, de carne et metet corruptionem, qui [autem seminat in 
spiritu] de spiritu metet vitam aeternam. Si enim secundum carnem vixeritis, 
moriemint 8° 

Nam quid referat Ambrosius,*! audiamus: “‘Navigantibus enim 
nobis per hoc mare magnum et spatiosum manibus, in quo tot genera 
inimicorum ac daemonum versantur, adversus haec mala castitatis 
actibus resistamus.”’ Et perpulchre quidem, quia sine castitate — ut 
dicit Augustinus*®? — nullum bonum opus. 

JEU ECCS ea ane 

“Sek aig ie Cakeobavelen JEA. L270: 

*° De expulsione Ioachim videatur Protoevangelium S. Iacobi, c. 1—2; 
de Anna vero I Reg. 1, 12—109. 

26 Matth. 16, 24; Luc. 9, 23. 
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Vides igitur, mi Georgi, me non Dei legem e mundo tollere, sed quid 
Dominus velit, referre. 

Georgius: Recte tu quidem, sed perge ut facis, et Calitiano, si placet, 
respondeas. 

Calitianus: Exspecto hoc sane, postquam Georgio a te optime 
satisfactum intelligo. 

Franciscus: Ego vero libenter. Naturam enim a labore — ut 
comicus noster scribit Terentius?? — ad libidinem pronam atque 
proclivem esse dicis, et sapientem se se Catonem*™ appellasse quod 
tamquam Deum naturam ducem sequeretur, cum praesertim natura ipsa, 
ut opinaris, mutari non possit. Sed certe longe mihi in hac sententia 
aberrare videris Calitiane, cum certo scias Deum, omnium auctorem, 
de coeno terrae hominem formasse sibique formam nobilissimam infu- 
disse eique liberum arbitrium tradidisse,*® et tandem ipsum in manu 
consilit su reliquisse.2® Quomodo ergo naturam proniorem a labore ad 
libidinem, quam a libidine ad laborem esse arbitraris? Hoc nihil aliud 
prae se ferre videtur, nisi hominem non liberum, sed servum esse. 

Verum quid christiano felicius, ut supra diximus, aut fortius, qui 
diabolum, hoc est omnes mundi delicias atque voluptates superat ? 
Quamvis enim post primorum parentum casum genus hominum debili- 
tatum atque omnino infectum sit, tamen non modo libertatem vivendi 
amisit, sed iam multo maiorem Iesu Christi adventu ipsum adeptum 
videmus, cum nobis illud dicatur:3’ A diebus Ioannis Baptistae regnum 
caelorum vim patitur, et violentt rapiunt illud. Ex quo enim natura ipsa 
iam corrupta ac deturpata videtur, aiunt omnes fere sacrarum litterarum 
scriptores,*® nos facilius in malum quam in bonum prolabi. Quod et 
Aristotelis Ethicorum*®® sententia et Evangelii veritas comprobare 


33 Andria, I, 50—51: “Ita ut ingeniumst omnium | hominum ab labore 
proclive ad lubidinem.”’ Cf. supra p. 154, nota 14. 

34 Cf. supra, p. 154, nota 15. 

So Ges 27. 

36 Eccl. 15, 14. 

37 Matth. 11, 12. 

38 Gen. 8, 21: Sensus enim et cogitatio humani cordis in malum prona sunt 
ab adolescentia sud. 

39 Ethica Nicom., II, c. 5 (1106 b 30—35). Auctoritas ista a Bernardino 
minus perfecte adducta est. En eadem Dionysio Lambino_ interprete: 
“Peccare multis modis possumus (malum enim, ut Pythagorei coniectura 
quadam consequebantur, est infiniti atque interminati, bonum finiti et 
terminati), at recte facere uno modo. Itaque etiam hoc difficile est, illud vero 
facile: a scopo scilicet aberrare facile est, scopum ferire difficile. Ob has igitur 
causas nimium et parum ad vitium pertinent, mediocritas ad virtutem. 
‘Uno namque boni, cunctimodisque mali,’ ut inquit ille’” (Aristoteles latine, 
interpretibus variis, ed. Academia Regia Borussica, III, Berolini 1831, 
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videntur. Malum enimvero dicit Aristoteles esse de genere infiniti, 
bonum vero finiti, ut Pithagorici tradunt, et recte agere unico modo. 
Idcirco fit ut alterum facile, alterum difficile sit. Facile namque est, 
ut in sagittariis videre licet, non attingere signum, quod scopon appellant, 
difficile vero illud attingere. Uno enim modo dumtaxat boni ac studiosi 
evadimus, quamplurimis vero mali. Cum enim virtus collocetur in medio, 
perdifficile et valde laboriosum est ipsam consequi. Errare vero per 
extrema facile admodum. Intrate enim — dicit Iesus*® — per angustam 
portam. Arcta est enim via quae ducit ad vitam, lata vero quae ad mortem. 
Poenituit namque se hominem creasse, eo quod totam hominis naturam 
intentam videret ad malum.*! Tamen, meo iudicio, quod tantum uno 
modo sit, facilius, levius, libentiusque effici videtur. 

Praeterea concedamus disputationis gratia inquirendaeque dilucidius 
veritatis causa naturam ipsam ex se se malo potius quam bono deditam 
esse. Nonne mutari non poterit, cum hoc — tibi praesertim, Calitiane — 
inauditum atque insolitum videatur ? Si enim ob surculi insitionem atque 
propaginem, quae in vitis variisque aliis arborum gemmis fiunt, natura 
ipsis inserta atque innata mutatur; et hoc, ut luce clarius exstat, fieri 
potest in lis quae tantum natura agunt, quae non agere dicuntur, ut 
aiunt Philosophi,® nisi eundem effectum; quanto magis et nos, 
qui liberam vitam agimus, hoc perficere atque in nobis ipsis experiri 
poterimus. Hoc enim, profecto, maximae victoriae adscribendum est, 
et se ipsum reprimere et aliis omnibus se se mitissimum. ac modestissimum 
praebere verumque hominem, ut decet, se se appellare. [lum vero in 
numero hominum eorumque illustrium collocemus, qui et aliis imperare 
et sibi ipsi primo leges modumque vivendi praescribere scit; illum vero 
dementem et ab omni humanitate alienum, qui et aliis dominari et sibi 
ipsi consulere nescit. 

Quid enim naturae hominum conducibilius esse potest quam se se 
omnibus virtutibus ac bonis artibus ornare, et his moribus praeditum 
suae domesticae familiae, quae cura oeconomica dicitur, et suae civitatis, 
quae politica describitur, gubernacula suscipere et ea quam sapientissime 
administrare ? Haec qui fecerit, et ut agat operam dederit, hunc non 
truncum, sed verum, ac rationalem hominem iudico. 


SORVUGLLT ATS 

41 Gen. 6, 5—06: Videns autem Deus quod multa malitia hominum esset 
im teyva, et cuncta cogitatio cordis intenta esset ad malum omni tempore, 
poemtuit eum quod hominem fecisset in terra. 

“2 Cf. Aristoteles, Topica, VII, c.1 (152a 2—4); Metaph., VIII, c.1 
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Mutare ergo naturam, ut ex his concluditur, admodum facile est, 
cum non in aetate, — ut ait Cato* ille —, sed in moribus sit culpa. 
Quibus enim nihil opis est ad bene beateque vivendum, eis omnis aetas 
est gravis; qui autem omnia bona a se ipsis petunt, iis nihil potest malum 
videri quod naturae necessitas afferat. 

Haec igitur sunt, quibus assentior, si vero alia vobis hac in re senten- 
tia est, quaeso, in medium afferatis. 

Georgius: Est ut dicis, Francisce. Sed si quis uxorem potius, ut 
moris est, duceret, quam ista pericula adire ac tot incommoda perferre 
vellet, nonne satius ac tutius esse duceres ? 

Calitianus: Ita, ut dixit, arbitror, sed tamen virginitatem atque 
castitatem sequi, ut probas, non sacrum, nec divinam institutionem esse 
constat, ut est nuptiarum thalamus atque coniugium. Malo enim rem 
sacram diligentius observare quam, ea relicta ac posthabita, nova quae- 
dam et minime sacra perquirere. Ea, certe, maiore studio ac diligentia 
capessenda esse videntur quae a Iesu Christo optimis institutis sancita 
sunt, quam quae nullis legibus continentur et vix aliqua laude efferuntur. 
Quid vero tu, Georgi, sentias ignoro. 

Franciscus: Placet, studiosissimi viri atque optimi adolescentes, 
vos haec, quae a me brevibus perstricta sunt, vera comprobasse. Est enim 
ingenui ac liberalis animi et vera ac vita optima laudare, et huic contra- 
riis nequaquam assentiri. Nec id moleste quippiam addidit, quod dein- 
ceps a me petere videmini. 

Ea enim obicitis, quae vestrae sententiae repugnant, ut haec ala- 
criore ac flagrantiore animo sectemini, quae difficiliora esse existimatis. 
Verum illud graviuscule accidit quod cum iam me disputationem absol- 
visse putarem, novam rem assumere compellor, qui nec ullo ingenio 
nec huius cerei aliqua exercitatione polleo. Quam ob rem spero, vestram 
in me humanitatem ac fiduciam meam hac in re nunc excusationem 
accepturos, et alios hac de re disertiores atque apparatiores adituros. 

Georgius: Nullam equidem hac in re excusationem accipio, nec 
Calitianum accepturum confido, qui et hisce maiora atque difficiliora 
defendere consueveris et istaec summa prudentia et longissima aetate 
memoria iamdiu‘tenueris. Quare, Pater optime, cave, amabo, deinceps 
ne alios nos adire adhorteris. 

Calitianus: Optime facis, mi Georgi, qui talem virum summa 
urbanitate et affabilitate ornatum de hac re, qua de nunc agimus, 
disserere hortaris atque impellis. Quis enim rectior illo ? Quis temperan- 


43 M. Porcius Cato, apud Ciceronem, De senectute, III, 7: “Sed omnium 
istiusmodi querelarum in moribus est culpa, non in aetate.” 
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tior? Quis consideratior? Quis illo aut nobilitate aut probitate aut 
optimarum artium studio aut innocentia aut integritate aut tandem ullo 
genere laudis praestantior ? Tantam enim mansuetudinem, tam inusita- 
tam inauditamque clementiam, tantum in summa potestate rerum 
omnium modum, tam denique incredibilem sapientiam ac paene divinam 
tacitus nullo modo praeterire possum. Est in eo fides, spes, insuper et 
caritas, summae virtutes, inquam, religionis nostrae, sine quibus nemo 
hominum supremum finem assequi potest. Cave igitur, reverendissime 
Pater, ne amplius — ut dicit Georgius Antonius — hac excusatione 
graveris. 

Franciscus: Audite igitur, religiosissimi iuvenes, et quid in hac re, 
quam me suscipere cogitis, sentio, quaeso, animadvertite. 

Cogitanti mihi quam saepissime ac diligentissime, praeclarissimi 
iuvenes, statum — ut ita loquar — condicionis humanae naturae, et in 
quae tempora laboriosissima atque periculosissima inciderimus, et quam 
volucris sit rerum vicissitudo atque fortuna variique eventus, multa 
incommoda et fere omnia per mulieres hominibus ac civitatibus importata 
video. Quamplurimi enim ob ipsas — ne a primo mundi ovo initium 
sumam — periere, pereunt ac, ut mihi videre videor, in dies magis ac 
magis peribunt. Per eas enim omnes morimur,** ita ut his temporibus 
non uxor ducenda, ut dicis, Georgi, sed illa apud Graecos Phoronaei 
sententia potius imitanda, qui ad summam sibi felicitatem nihil deesse 
dicebat, si uxorem nunquam dixisset. Cui Leontinus frater respondisse 
fertur: et quomodo uxor obstat? Maritos, inquit, hoc certo scire dixit. 
Amice, ait, utinam tu semel fueris maritus et non sis, ut scias, quid 
felicitatem impediat.*® 

Operae pretium, profecto, viro est sui magis uti libertate et absque 
curis huiusmodi vitam ducere, quam se se uxoris coniugio dedicare. 
Nam cum multi apud Graecos percontarentur Theophrastum, Aristotelis 
discipulum,*® an vir sapiens uxorem duceret, cum definisset: si pulchri- 
tudine esset ornata, si optimis parentibus nata, si denique bonis moribus 
ac virtutibus et muliebri venustate esset decorata atque exculta, — quae 
raro omnia simul cohaerent —, tandem respondisse dicitur: non esse 


“4 Eccl. 25, 33: A muliere initium factum est peccati, et per illam omnes 
morimur. 

45 Ut narrat Gualterus Map, in epistola ficta, sub nomine Valerii edita, 
quae habetur inter opp. Hieronymi, Epist. 36 (Valerius Rufino ne ducat 
uxorem), n. xiv (PL 257 C—D); cf. Ph. Delhaye, ‘“‘Le Dossier Anti-Matri- 
monial de lAdversus Iovinianum et Son Influence sur Quelques Ecrits 
Latins du XII@ Siécle,”’ Medieval Studies, XIII, 1951, 65—80. 

46 In libro De nuptiis, nunc deperdito, qui citatur a Hieronymo, A dver- 
sus Iovinianum, I, n. 47 (PL 23, 288). 
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sapienti uxorem ducendam. Perarduum sane et quasi non possibile esse 
censebat et philosophiae studiis velle operam dare et simul liberis dome- 
sticisque negotiis inservire. Duobus aliquem non posse servire dicit 
Dominus. 

“Permulta etenim exsistunt, ut ait divus Hieronymus,‘? quae 
feminarum ac matronarum usui necessaria videntur. Pretiosae vestes, 
aurum, gemmae, sumptus ancillarum, supellex varia, aurata laquearia, 
lectica etiam deaurata. Deinde per totam noctem garrulae quaestiones: 
Illa ornatior procedit in publicum, haec honoratur ab omnibus, ego in 
conventu feminarum misella despicior.’’ Haec ad speculum pingitur, et 
in contumeliam artificis conatur pulchrior esse quam nata est. Vide, 
infantes garriunt, familia perstrepit, liberi ab osculis ab ore dependent, et 
innumerae aliae querellae, quas nunc non est narrandi locus. Unde 
Ecclesiasticus*® ille perniciosius esse arbitrabatur cum impudica muliere 
versari, quam cum draconibus atque leonibus vitam ducere. Metellum 
enim illum, qui fere Numidiam expugnavit, Mario respondisse aiunt,* 
cum filiam, summa dote, egregiam forma, nobilem genere et fama 
praeclaram ducendam sibi offerret: Malo, siquidem, meus — inquit — 
esse quam suus. At ille: Immo tua erit. Qui iterum respondit: Non 
uxorem viri, sed virum esse uxoris. Hoc idem et Catonem illum, qui 
Uticensis cognominatus est, dixisse ferunt,°° qui nostram conversationem 
cum diis collocabat, si mundus absque foeminis esset. 

At forte dixeris: bonam puto ducendam, ne istaec quae affers detri- 
menta atque incommoda sequantur. At illud est perdifficile. Nullam 
enim fidelem, credo, invenias viro mulierem. Quid enim volubilius? 
Quid mutabilius? Quid ad omnia voluptatis genera proclivius? Quid 
inconstantius ? Quid astutius ? Quid homini perniciosius ? Quid, postremo, 
homini molestius ac periculosius? Quae semper id unum cogitat, quo 
pacto prae ceteris ornatior incedat, et non suo viro, sed quomodo aliis 
placeat. 

Georgius: Ita est, ut dicis, amantissime Pater, perge, obsecro. 

Calitianus: Hoc idem rogo. 

Franciscus: Si enim, optimi iuvenes, audire volueritis quam- 
maximas respublicas labefactatas humique sepultas, ne ab ultimo 
haec repetamus quae omnia memoria tenetis, invenietis sane omnes 
ab ipsa potissimum ipsarum muliercularum peste ac labe esse funditus 


47 Immo idem Theophrastus, quem allegat Hieronymus, ibidem. 

48 Eccli. 25, 23: Commorari leont et dracont placebit, quam habitare cum 
mulieve nequam. 

49 Gualterus Map, loc. cit., n. xxi (PL 30, 259 A). 

50 Idem Gualterus, ibid., n. xx (PL 30, 258 D). 
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eversas et radicitus evulsas. Nam Persas quidem, quandoquidem de 
maioribus loquimur, Assirios, Maedos, Lacedaemonios, Athenienses, 
Troianos aliosque permultos populos, longe lateque rerum potitos, 
nullam ob aliam causam nisi ob mulierum dementiam atque amorem e 
medio sublatos accipimus. 

Quae enim causa fuit — ut haec paulo altius inquiramus — totius 
mundi ruinae ? Femina. Quae diluvii causa? Femina. Quae apud Aegyp- 
tios cum Abraham conflictus causa? Femina. Quae Atheniensium ac 
Lacedaemonum excidii causa? Femina. Quae Troiae eversionis causa ? 
Femina. Quae apud Rutilos exacti belli causa? Femina. Quae Romae 
persaepe captae vique expugnatae causa? Femina. Quae, postremo, — 
ne plura ingeram —, omnium malorum causa? Femina. Cum ipsa sit — 
ut ait Secundus ille philosophus,*! naturam mulieris definiens — ini- 
tium et fomes peccati, “hominis confusio, insatiabilis bestia, continua 
sollicitudo, indesinens pugna, quotidianum damnum, solitudinis impe- 
dimentum, viri continentis naufragium, adulterii vas, perniciosum 
proelium, animal pessimum, pondus gravissimum, aspis insatiabilis, 
humanum mancipium.” 

Quae cum ita sint, nullas aut omnino perpaucas, mea sententia, opinor 
esse pudicas, sed saluti nostrae potius infensas et tamquam aliquod 
malum ac turpissimum monstrum esse fugiendas. 

Nunquam enim sapiunt nec alios sapere sinunt. Nunquam rationi 
consulunt, sed semper id unum excogitant ac moliuntur quo pacto 
aliis pulchriores appareant et suis illecebris ac deliciis reliquos ad sui 
interitum alliciant. 

Quapropter — ut iam modum dicendi faciam — nemini uxorem 
ducendam unquam persuadeam. Vos vero utrum in hanc sententiam 
conveniatis, quaeso obtestorque, dicatis. 

Georgius: Multa et admiratione digna, profecto, a te sapientissimo 
ac eruditissimo viro, ne uxor ducatur disputata sunt. Verum, nimium 
acriter atque acerbe in ipsas mulieres invehi videris, a quibus praecipue 
genus hominum suae restaurationis sumpsit exordium, et sine quibus 
nulla liberorum optima propagatio fieri potest. Quis enim nos in lucem 
eduxit nisi ipsa mulier ? Quis nos aluit nisi ipsa mulier ? Quis nos optime 
educavit, quis pro liberis tollendis tot labores atque miserias pertulit 
nisi ipsa mulier ? 


51 Habetur apud Maximum Confessorem, Loci communes, sermo 39 
(PG 91, 911 C); Bernardinus tamen, ut puto, hanc sententiam descripsit 
e libro Gualteri Burlaei, De vita et moribus philosophorum, c. 39 (Hagenau 
1510, f. 40 7r). r& 
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Quis, demum, — ut uno verbo omnia complectar — nos in pristinam 
salutis dignitatem vindicavit nisi ipsa mulier? Cuius nativitas gaudium 
attulit universo mundo, quippe cum ex ea ortus sit sol iustitiae, Christus, 
Deus noster; qui exsolvens maledictionem, dedit benedictionem, et 
confundens mortem, donavit nobis vitam sempiternam. *2 

Calitianus: Ita est, equidem, ut dixisti, Georgi. Nam ex suis verbis 
hoc unum elicitur: nemini prorsus coniugem esse ducendam. Quod et 
naturae summopere adversari et hominum societati repugnare dignos- 
citur. Procreare enim sibi simile in specie, ut ita dixerim, opus naturalis- 
simum naturae iuventis esse patet, maxime in iis quae perfecta sunt 
et ratione utuntur. Quod et Aristotelis et sui commentatoris, Aver- 
rois, II De anima*® sententia asseverat. “Sollicitudo quidem divina, 
inquit, cum non potuerit facere ipsum vivens se permanere secundum 
individuum, propter id quod nihil corruptibilium contingit unum numero 
permanere, miserta est ei in dando virtutem generativam, qua posset 
” ob quam quasi Deo similes reddimur, cum 
per ipsam perpetuari quodammodo possimus. 

Praeterea homo solus, ut idem, I Politicorum* refert, aut est peior 
bestia aut melior homine, cum sit animal sociabile, politicum et dome- 
sticum. Nam quid dulcius, quam habere aliquem quocum omnia audeas 
loqui ut tecum? Propterea dixit Deus, in Genesis libro:°° Non est bonum 
[hominem] esse solum: faciamus et adiutorium sibi simile. 

Quae cum ita se se habeant, nullo modo me castitatem servare posse 
existimo. Tu vero, Georgi Antoni, quid sentias, quaeso, dicito. 

Georgius: Hoc idem me iudicare, paulo ante dixi. Sed rogo, senis 
sententiam audiamus, ex quo adhuc sub hac viridi quercu ac limpido 


se conservare idem specie, 


fonte consedimus. Velis igitur, reverendissime Pater, in hanc disputatio- 
nem, pergere et nobis adhuc adolescentibus paulo liberius tecum de hac 
re agentibus respondere, et his sententiis a te, viro gravissimo, confutatis, 
nos ad finem tutissimum perducere. Erit enim nobis non solum iucun- 
dum, sed pergratum; et tibi, ut speramus, non molestum, at vel iucun- 
dissimum. 

Franciscus: Optime ab utroque vestrum, humanissimi iuvenes, 
dictum est. Verum, quoniam iterum aliquod disputandi filum a me 


52 Verba ista recitantur in Breviavio Romano, in Nativitate B. Mariae 
Virginis (die 8 Sept.), responsorium ad lectionem sextam: “Nativitas tua, 
Dei Genitrix Virgo, gaudium annuntiavit universo mundo: ex te enim ortus 
ESEaIOLCs 

58 Cap. 4 (415 b 3—7). Verba ipsa sunt Averrois, in commento ad hunc 
locum, textus 34 (ed. Iuntina, Venetils 1550—1553, IV, f. 133 d). 

54 Cap. 2 (1253 a I—5). 

55 Gen. 2, 18. 
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requiritis, primo huic iuniori respondeam; deinde tibi, o Georgi, satis- 
faciam, quamquam haec, quibus de nunc loquimur, alias ab eruditissimis 
viris, qui et ipsi in laude ac rerum gestarum gloria vixerunt, vos petere 
admoneo. 

Quod enim, humanissime ac doctissime Calitiane, dare operam gig- 
nendis liberis opus, auctoritate Aristotelis,°® naturae accomodatis- 
simum eique aptissimum esse assumis, non equidem inficimur, nec, ut 
vides, penitus negamus. Sed illud addimus quanto hoc naturae vitaeque 
hominis accomodatius ac convenientius, tanto huiusmodi operis abs- 
tinentia Deo carior atque gratior fore cognoscitur. Non enim, ut supra 
diximus,®’ iis quae insunt nobis a teneris — ut aiunt Graeci — ungui- 
culis,5® laude aut vitio afficimur. Verum, ab iis quae nostra sponte, 
libere et hilari animo geruntur. Non ergo victoria potiri, res magnas et 
arduas navare, pericula ac discrimina summa pro salute rei publicae 
adire, hostes invadere, varias ac permultas mundi partes debellare, 
maximi pretii ac ponderis apud Deum esse videtur, sed se ipsum vincere 
variasque animi cupiditates superare, et tandem sponte se se Deo dedere, 
et propter regnum caelorum, ut ita loquar, se se castrare.®® Beati enim 
a Domino nuncupantur, qui se se propter regna caelorum testibus 
privaverunt. Hi sequuntur agnum, sine macula; virgines enim sunt, et 
concomitantur ipsum quocumque terit.®° 

Vides igitur quanti meriti ac praemii Deo sit, et huic naturalissimo 
operi resistere et ultro se se iisce cupiditatibus obicere. Quod vero homi- 
nem solum bestiis peiorem aut homine meliorem dicis, respondemus, 
hominem absque uxore longe meliorem et excellentiorem fore et angelis 
parem esse, cum vivere in carne praeter carnem sit magis angelicum 
vivere quam humanum.* Heroas enim, quasi semideos, non homines, 
tales Aristoteles in X Ethicorum® appellat. Nec hunc hominem, si 
absque femina est, propterea solum omnino esse dicimus, cum non solum 
ad virorum coetum, sed ad angelorum consortium adscriptus esse videa- 
tur. 

Praeterea, quid dignius, quid excellentius, quid nobilius dici potest, 
quam perpetuari se, ut ita dicam, in identitate non specifica, ut Philo- 


56 Supra, p. 163. 
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58 Cf. Cicero, Epistulae familiares, I, 6, 2: ‘Sed praesta te eum, qui mihi 
a teneris, ut Graeci dicunt, unguiculis es.” 

59 Matth. 19, 12. 

60 Apoc. 14, 4. 
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sophi tradunt,®* sed numerali, ut idem penitus numero quod fuit cor- 
ruptum atque deletum, iterum reviviscat atque in caelis cum Deo, summo 
omnium rerum bono, perpetuo degat. Estne ista solitudo? Immo, non 
eremi, sed paradisi delitiarum vita esse cernitur; ubi, profecto, ea mente 
et animo et hisce oculis intuebimur quae oculus, ut Paulus scribit,®4 
nunquam vidit nec unquam auris audivit, nec in cor hominis ascendit. 
Ubi facie ad faciem videntem omnia, gubernantem omnia videbimus, 
fruemur atque contemplabimur. “Ubi gaudium — ut dicit Augustinus® 
— erit infinitum, laetitia sine ulla tristitia, salus sine ullo dolore, vita sine 
labore, lux sine tenebris, vita sine morte, omne bonum absque malo; 
ubi iuventus nunquam senescit, ubi vita terminum nescit, ubi decor 
nunquam pallescit, ubi amor nunquam tepescit, ubi sanitas nunquam 
marcescit, ubi gaudium nunquam decrescit, ubi dolor nunquam sentitur, 
ubi gemitus nunquam auditur, ubi tristis nullus videtur, quia ibi laetitia 
semper habetur, ubi malum nullum timetur, quia omne bonum ibi 
possidetur.” 

Et si tanta beneficia praestat nobis in via, quae et quot scimus se 
praestasse®* in patria, ubi perspiciemus eum sicuti est, et adorabimus 
eum in personis®’ trinitate et in essentiae unitate. Cuius, certe, immen- 
sam gloriam ac divinam maiestatem facilius est consequi quam lingua 
humana aut angelica enarrare. 

Haec habui igitur, mi Calitiane, quae in hanc sententiam responderem 
quaeque ipse sentirem. Tu vero, si aliter putas, obsecro, dum huic respon- 
deo in medium afferas. 

Calitianus: Ego vero non aliter sentio nec mihi de his rebus alia 
sententia habenda est, cum istaec a te, sapientissimo ac eruditissimo viro, 
graviter ac prudenter disputata sint. Sed, quaeso, huic respondeas, ne 
iure mihi irasci possit, cum iam mihi pluribus verbis humanissime satis- 
feceris. 

Georgius: Recte quidem respondisti, Calitiane. Verum, mihi ad- 
modum gratum fecerit, — credo tibi etiam —, si meae opinioni atque 
sententiae, quae non nimium a tua discrepare videtur, responsum, ut 
solitus est, dederit. 

Franciscus: Faciam quod hortaris, Georgi, atque id eo iucundius, 
ne praesens hae¢ disceptatio anceps ac dubia remaneat. Sed oro, optimi 


63 Supra, p. 163. 

64 I Cor. 2,90; Isat. 6, 4. 

65 Pseudo-Augustinus, Liber solilogmorum ad Deum, c. 35 (inter opp. 
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adolescentes, qui haec audire percupitis, diligenter auscultate, ut et 
brevius perstringam et haec avidius vos capere intelligam. 

Quod enim, mi humanissime Georgi Antoni, et mulieres quamplurima 
laude afficere videris et me nimium acriter eas carpere dicis, non recte 
sentis. Non enim ita rem in angustum detrusi, ut nulli sit prorsus ducenda 
uxor. Sed illud quasi quadam perbrevi clausula concludere visus sum, id, 
inquam, plurimum naturae hominum conducere ac magni referre non 
esse potius uxorem ducendam quam eam sibi asciscendam. Nec propter 
hoc id sequi videtur, omnino uxorem esse abdicandam. Nam si nemini 
mulier nuberet, nec liberi nascerentur nec nos nunc simul colloqueremur, 
sed totum genus hominum non modo debilitaretur, sed funditus ex- 
stingueretur. Quare cave, ne deinceps, Georgi, me omnino mulieres e vita 
tollere dicas; ab iis enim et nutrimur et pascimur et plerumque bonam 
educationem accipimus. 

Quod, profecto, non parum, sed multum, immo totum refert, homines, 
— ut ait Plato®§’ —, ab adolescentia hoc vel illo consuescere modo. 
Adeo in teneris multum est — ut inquit Virgilius®® — assuescere annis. 
Et: “Quo semel est imbuta recens — ut inquit Horatius?° — servabit 
odorem testa diu.’’ Bona etenim a parvo educatio adolescentiam agit, 
senectutem oblectat, secundas res ornat, adversis profugium atque sola- 
tium praebet. Nam nihil bona educatione in vita hominis praestantius, 
nihil excellentius; nihil denique ad [bene] beateque vivendum conduci- 
bilius, quam si ab ineunte aetate ab ipsis’! imbibimus; profecto, haud 
scio an — excepto Deo, a quo omne bonum — cui magis debeamus. 

Quam ob rem et mulieres atque feminas partim vituperandas et eas 
summa laude atque gloria partim afficiendas esse censeo. Contra illas 
invehor, illis obtrecto, in illas tamquam acerrimus hostis feror quae et 
semper vitam impudicam agunt et nimium per ornatum vestium cultum 
atque luxum quaerunt, et demum suis blanditiis atque fucis alios seque 
ipsas ad perniciem trahunt. De quibus Origenes” ille optime dixit: 
Et ecce mulier, caput peccati, arma diaboli, expulsio paradisi, delicti 
mater, corruptio Legis Antiquae. Et Hieronymus’: “Ianua diaboli, 
via iniquitatis, scorpionis percussio, nocivum genus est femina.”’ 


68 Ex. gr. Leges, VII (792 E). Fere verbotenus ap. Aristotelem, Ethica 
Nicom., II, c. 1 (Dionysio Lambino interprete): ‘Non igitur parum refert, 
sed permultum, utrum sic an sic a pueris assuescamus; immo vero totum 
in eo positum est” (1103 b 26—27). 

69 Georgicon, I, 272: “‘Adeo in teneris consuescere multum est.”’ 

70 Epistolae, I, epist. 2 (ad Lollium), 69—70. 

71 Hic aliquid deesse videtur. 72 Non invenimus. 


78 Pseudo-Hieronymus, Regula monachorum, c. 3 (inter opp. Hieron., 
IEA, 2x0), 24S (O) Ne 
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Illas vero summo honore extollendas esse duco, quae et pudice vitam 
degunt et liberos suos bonis moribus atque praeceptionibus imbuunt, et 
totius supellectilem domus ac mutuam vivendi pacem custodiunt. 
Quibus illud perpulchrum eulogium aptari potest: Mulier bona iucunda 
possessio, pax et columna domus.™* Et alio loco: O quam pulchra est casta 
generatio cum claritate;*® quae et sponso se se obviam obtulerunt, et 
prudentes oleum in vasis suis acceperunt.”6 


Vides ergo, mi Georgi, ut breviter expediam, quo pacto mulieres 
laudandas atque vituperandas assumpserim. 


Georgius: Oro, pergas, et ad reliqua te transferas. 


Franciscus: Faciam quod hortaris, et eo libentius cum iam in 
laudem Virginis Mariae, a qua — ut supra’? dixisti, si recte memini — 
captus hominum suae salutis sumpsit exordium, inciderimus. Quam non 
modo mulierem atque feminam, sed nedum angelum appellandam arbi- 
tror, sed perpetuo virginem et, ut rectius loquar, deitricem nominandam 
puto. De qua quanto plura loqui contendo, tanto magis perturbor atque 
pertimesco. Non mihi si linguae centum sint oraque centum, ferrea vox, 
satis esse reor, ut et tantam rem suscipiam et te, Virgo dignissima, ego 
meo imbecilli ingenio ac polluto ore paulisper laudare incipiam. 


Ergo ades, et placido paulum mea munera vultu respice placando, 
dum tua prosequimur studioso pectore, Virgo. Assis, et, o Virgo, dederis 
in carmina vires. Deficit enim ingenium maioraque viribus urgent.7® 
Nam quibus te laudibus efferam, nescio; quia quem caeli capere non 
poterant, tuo gremio contulisti.”? Cuius quidem quam difficillimum est 
et exitum atque principium invenire. Nam quibus te laudibus efferemus ? 
Quibus studiis te prosequemur? Quo honore, quo dicendi genere te 
complectemur? Haec est enim maxima laus tua, ut quanto plura de te 
dicantur, tanto multo maiora ac digniora restare videantur, quae de te 


dici possunt. 
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Quis enim est te aut nobilitatis genere praestantior, aut innocentia 
melior, aut virginitate integrior, aut probitate rectior, aut humilitate 
sanctior, aut dignitate excellentior, aut demum ullo genere laudis dignior, 
quae et genitricis Dei dignitatem obtinuisti et virginalem pudicitiam 
non violasti? Nullius tantum flumen ingenii est, nulla dicendi aut 
scribendi tanta vis, tanta copia, quae, non dicam exornare, sed ne 
enarrare quidem tua, Virgo, praeclarissima gesta queat. 

Quid nobilius te dicitur, quid splendidius, quam Splendor®® elegit 
paternae gloriae ? Tu est illa, quae per tuum assensum mundo succurristi 
perdito. De qua divinus ille Bernardus,*® illud ‘Ecce ancilla’ inter- 
pretans, optime decantavit: ““O verbum omni acceptione dignum, quod 
sic tam ardens exprimit desiderium quo de sinu Patris rapit Dei Filium. 
O verbum transitorium, quod complectitur sempiternum. O gratum 
responsum, quo Filium Dei suscipit sponsum. O verbum virgineum, sed 
tamen vajidum, quod ad se trahit Dominum!” Et idem:*? Quis enim 
sentire posset caelorum Dominum in utero matris clausum, summum 
infimum, dominum servum, in caelo regnantem in terra ministrantem, 
omnia continentem a Virgine contentum, omnia reficientem a matre 
alitum, omnia regentem a femina rectum, et tandem Verbum aeternum 
in tempore carnem factum ? 

Calitianus: Perge, ut facis. 

Franciscus: Haec est enim non mulier, non femina, non matrona, 
non vidua, sed Dei genitrix atque mater, quae est vere flos campi, hoc 
est mundi, de qua ortum est illud pretiosum liliwm convallium,®* et sol 
iustitiae, Christus, Deus noster, cuius livore sanati ac sanguine redempti 
sumus.*4 Haec est illa virga Iesse, quae florem summi odoris edidit 
mundo, cui se se infudit totius gratiae plenitudo, cum ceteris per partes 
distribuatur. 

De plenitudine ipsius — scribit Bernardus®> — accipiunt universi: 
captivus redemptionem, aeger curationem, tristis consolationem, pec- 
cator veniam, iustus gratiam, angelus laetitiam, Dei Filius carnis sub- 
stantiam, et tota denique Trinitas gloriam. Haec est illa, — ut scribit 
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81 Non invenimus in scriptis Bernardi. Citatur a S. Bernardino Senensi, 
sub nomine Bernardi et in simili serie sermonis, in Tvactatu de B. Virgine, 
sermo 5, art. 2, c. 3 (Opp. omnia, VI, Quaracchi 1959, p. 107). Etiam edi- 
tores operum Senensis, in perquirendis fontibus dilegentissimi, confitentur 
se hunc locum in operibus S. Bernardi non invenisse. 

82 Non invenimus. 83 Cant. 2, I. 
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8° Sermo in dominica infra octavam assumptionis B. Virginis Mariae, 
n. 2 (PL 183, 430 D). 
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sapientissimus Hieronymus’* —, quae dedit terris salutem, caelis 
gloriam, angelis laetitiam, peccatoribus veniam, omnibus pacem et 
disciplinam. Cuius saeculum omne captivum — ut ait Augustinus8’? — 
deprecatur assensum. Quae illum ventre suo purissimo ob suam humili- 
tatem gestare meruit, quem caeli caelorum capere non potuerunt. Quem 
omnes Patriarchae ac Prophetae longe antea venturum esse praedixerunt, 
haec suo ubere de caelo pleno lactavit. 

Haec est tandem Virgo illa illustrissima, — ne ulterius progrediar, 
cum nihil aut leve quid de ea dicere videar —, quae et virgo ante partum 
et virgo in partu et virgo post partum permansit. Quae non sanctificata, 
ut quidam§®® asserunt, sed absque ulla maculae labe ac peccati sorde 
in primo suae formationis momento concepta atque in lucem edita fuit, 
ne ipsam minorem Ioanne Baptista aut sibi aequalem ponere videamur, 
qui inter ceteros natos maior, ®® ex peccato, siquidem originali, ut proprio 
nomine utar, surrexit. Ubi enim nulla fuerat maculae ac notae infectio 
quomodo erat necessaria sanctificatio? Cum maxime deceret, — ut 
dicit divinus Anselmus®® —, ut Virgo beata ea puritate niteret, qua 
sub Deo maior ac dignior intelligi non poterat. 

Nec id obiciant: Ex massa illa, inquam, Adae infecta atque corrupta 
Virginem esse ortam, et hanc ob causam sanctificatione mundatam, cum 
ita et illa infectio atque — ut ita loquar — ille fomes a Dei gratia sub- 
trahi auferrique poterat, sicut et Virgo Dei miraculo postea paritura erat. 

Felix igitur es, vere sacra Virgo Maria, et omni laude dignissima, 
quae cum mater, tum vel maxime virgo, Filium Dei genuisti; ipsum 
quem. genuisti adorasti, pannis involvisti, et virginitatem non minuisti. 

Quae igitur dignior te, quae excelsior, cum supra cunctos angelorum 
choros longe exaltata® atque collocata sis? Quis te beatior, cum sis 
regina caelorum, domina angelorum, sanctorum laetitia, virginum 
gemma, humilitatis exemplar, castitatis speculum omniumque virtutum 


86 Pseudo-Hieronymus, Epist. 9 (ad Paulam et Eustochium, de assump- 
tione B. Marviae Virginis), n. 5: ‘““Talibus namque decebat Virginem oppig- 
nerari muneribus, ut esset gratia plena, quae dedit caelis gloriam, terris 
Dominum, pacemque refudit, fidem gentibus, finem vitiis, vitae ordinem, 
moribus disciplinam. Et bene angelus ad Virginem Mariam mittitur, quia 
semper angelis cognata virginitas’’ (PL 30, 126 D). 

87 Pseudo-Augustinus, Seymo 94, n. 3: ““O beata Maria, saeculum omne 
captivum, tuum Weprecatur assensum”’ (inter opp. August., PL 39, 2105). 

88 Ex. gr. Bernardus, Epist.174 (ad canonicos Lugdunenses), Nn. 2 
(PL 183, 430), et omnes ‘maculistae,’ qui negaverunt B. Mariam sine omni 
peccati originalis labe fuisse conceptam. 

SCr, Matin. 1%, 11. 

90 De conceptu virginali, c. 18 (PL 158, 451 A). 

91 Breviarium Romanum, in Assumptione B. Mariae Virginis, I noctur- 
nus, antiphona I. 
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magistra, imperatrix mundi, spes peccatorum, solatium miserorum, 
subsidium orphanorum, et omne bonum, praeter Deum, quod affectari 
intelligique potest ? 

Ad hanc ergo, amantissimi iuvenes, si virginitatem atque castitatem 
diligitis atque amatis, confugite, ipsam inspicite, ipsam invocate, eius 
denique semper memores estote. Quisquis enim eam — credite mihi — 
non solum adamaverit, sed eam mentis oculo contemplatus fuerit, non 
tantum corpore, verum animo et mente semper virgo perstiterit. Cuius 
nomen — ne pluribus morer — sit perpetuo benedictum in saecula. 

Georgius: Satis hactenus et optime et quam elegantissime, Domine 
dignissime, a te disputatum est. Nam visus es mihi non Platonis sententia, 
non Demosthenis copia, non Ciceronis eloquentia, sed potius divino atque 
angelico ore hanc disputationem e supremo illo divinae sapientiae 
sacrario deprompsisse, et ad plenum omnia persolvisse. Adeo, ut nihil 
penitus addendum nec vitio dandum aut diminuendum meis sive cuiusvis 
alterius verbis existimem. — Tibi autem, o Calitiane, quid videatur, non 
intelligo. 

Calitianus: Recte respondisti, Georgi, nec ullo casu arbitror hoc 
eruditissimo viro posse contingere, ut aliter disputet de his quae ex eo 
quaeruntur. Et bene illud putare debemus, omnium oculos in te esse 
coniectos, unum te sapientem et appellant et existimant non solum 
natura et moribus, verum etiam studio et doctrina. Ita enim prudenter, 
ita constanter, ita accurate et expedite omnibus respondes, ut nemini 
dubitandum sit, te sapientis cognomen esse assecutum. Novimus enim 
moderationem animi tui et aequitatem teque non solum humanitate 
ceteris nostra tempestate praestare, sed summa omnibus in rebus ad- 
ministrandis reliquos prudentia atque consilio anteire. 

Verum, adhuc speramus a te, viro omnium humanissimo, posse ali- 
quid petere. Nam quanto plura abs te investigamus, tanto plura inter- 
rogare avemus. Ita enim nos ad castimoniam adhortari atque persuadere 
videris, ut non modo hortatos atque persuasos, sed omnino impulsos esse 
fateamur. 

Sed illud restare videtur, quonam pacto in religione constituti varias 
libidinis cupiditates atque vehementes amoris impetus perferemus. Cum 
et apostolo Paulo, electionis ac divinae gratiae vasculo,%? datum fuisse 
carnis stimulum legamus, qui eum quodammodo quotidie colaphis 
cederet, nec unquam, a Deo impetrasse, ut aufereretur ab eo. Paule enim 
— dixit Dominus®* — sufficit tibt gratia mea, cum virtus in infirmitate 
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93 TI Cor. 12, 7—9. 
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perficiatur. Unde et conquerebatur se videre in suis membris aliam legem, 
repugnantem legit mentis suae.** 

Haec igitur me magnopere dehortantur, ne religioni succumbam. 
Tu vero, Georgi, quid in hac re velis, rogo dicas, postquam inter huius- 
modi cum loci amoenissimi tum vel maxime viri disertissimi delicias 
versamur. 

Georgius: Placet, Calitiane, quod dicis, sed in religionem non me 
coapto, quia timeo ne malorum exemplo, qui normam bene vivendi non 
tenent, peior evadam. Tu vero, dulcissime Pater, si secus existimas, 
quaeso — et hoc idem Calitianus — ut respondeas. 

Franciscus: Cum disputationem me absolvisse putarem, iterum 
in eandem incido. Et id eo iucundius ac gratius efficio, ut et vestris quam 
ardentissimis studiis paream et vos, iam ad castitatem impulsos, vehe- 
mentius impellam, tametsi haec — ut saepe dixi — ab iis postea postula- 
bitis, qui se se quadecunque re, quae in dictionem venit, verba facturos 
ultro promittunt. 

Quid enim, Calitiane humanissime, facilius quam his cupiditatibus 
atque cupidinis incendiis resistere ? Cum venerit — dicit eloquentissimus 
ille Hieronymus®® — cogitatus, interfice cogitatum, allidens eum ad 
petram, quae est Christus Iesus. Ubi enim erat Pauli hoc in mundo 
palma? In quo consistebat divi Francisci atque Hieronymi — quem 
vix ossibus haerentem carnis adhuc titillabat incendium — victoria 
atque corona, nisi in hac cupidinis abstinentia atque vehementi repug- 
nantia ? 

Non enim, studiosissimi iuvenes, vos fugit animam — ut Aristo- 
teles in libro Ethicorum®® refert —- ex duabus omnino diversis, ut ita 
dicam, partibus constare, quarum altera rationis particeps, altera rationis 
expers nominatur; quas plerique appetitum rectum atque obliquum 
appellant, quibus quotidianum et clandestinum inest bellum. Pars enim 
ratione vacans semper contra rationem insurgere eique visu delectabilia, 
tactu iucundia, gustu suavia, auditu iocosia offerre videtur. Ratio vero 
contra se se obicere eique adversari atque tristia et periculorum ac labo- 
rum plena tum pro re publica tum pro religione sequi velle conatur. 
Quo fit ut perarduum certamen ultro citroque exagitetur. Cum enim 
appetitus ille qui obliquus dicitur, rectae rationi mulierem concupiscen- 


22 ROW a7 23° 

95 Epist.22 (ad Eustochium, Paulae filiam, de custodia virginitatis), n. 0: 
“Tlle praedicatur beatus, qui ut coeperit cogitare sordida, statim interficit 
cogitatus, et allidit ad petram: petra autem Christus est” (PL 22, 398). Resp. 
Ps)136,,0 et Corto: 

98 Ethica Nicom., I, c. 13 ((1102 a 27—I103 a Io). 
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dam, valde delectabile atque voluptuosum fore ostendat, contra illa 
repugnat, nec ullo pacto uxorem seu sponsam alterius vitiandam aliquo 
jure putat, ita ut hinc continentia nascatur, illinc vero incontinentia. 
A quibus — ut Aristoteli®? placet — nec laudem consequimur nec 
vitium, cum virtus ac vitium ex frequentatis, ut aiunt,®® actibus gene- 
rentur. 

Continentia non est virtus moralis, sed via ad virtutem et ad habitum 
consequendum. Non enim — ut haec ad unum recenseamus — laudatur 
continens ut continentia utitur, verum quod hac assidua virtutem, 
temperantiam, inquam, sive quampiam aliam nanciscatur. Ob quam 
certe non cum tristitia ut continens, verum prompte et expedite et 
summa cum voluptate operatur quidquid operatur. Quam, profecto, 
si quis studio et diligentia et maximo cum labore longoque tempore sibi 
comparaverit, non modo continens, sed vere temperans appellandus est. 
Quam [si] quis habet, non solum ipsam, sed ceteras virtutes habet.% 

Nihil etenim difficilius nihilque in vita hominis tam asperum quam 
et ipsum — ut diximus — appetitum rectae rationi repugnantem sub- 
jugare. Cum igitur ob vehementem atque assiduam huiuscemodi appetitus 
repugnantiam unam virtutem — quaecunque sit illa — assecutus fueris, 
sequitur quodammodo te omnes adeptum esse, cum iam iam ex accu- 
mulatis actibus ipse tibi, quam primum te illi opponis, obtemperare 
tibique in omnibus statim obsequi videatur. 

Georgius: Pergas, oro. Nihil enim gratius nobis utrique nostrum 
facere poteris, si rem inceptam prosequaris. 

Franciscus: Ita incontinens non vitiosus, sed quasi vitiosus haben- 
dus est, cum nondum ad vitii, inquam, habitum pervenerit, quippe cum 
incontinentia non malus habitus, sed praevia — ut ita loquar — dis- 
positio ad pravum habitum atque vitium futura sit. 

Quemadmodum enim ad introducendum formam, quae naturalis 
dicitur, — ut Philosophi!® pertractant —, in aliquam materiam, 
dispositionibus illam praeparantibus opus est; et si erunt bonae, et forma 
bona; si malae, et forma mala. Ita fere eodem modo ad imprimendam 
atque infigendam virtutem in animam,— quae tamquam tabula rasa 
a Philosopho! describitur, in qua nihil est depictum atque insculp- 


87 Cf. supra, p. 153, nota 11. 

8 Cf. Aristoteles, Ethica Nicom., II, cc. 1—3 (1103 8.). 

*° Augustinus, Epist. 167 (ad Hieronymum, de sententia Iacob), c. 4, 
mn. 14—15 (PL 33, 738s.). 

100 Cf. Boethius, Im Categorias Aristotelis, III, cap. De qualitate (PL 
64, 244 A). 

101 Aristoteles, De anima, III, c. 4 (429 b 30—430 a 2). 
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tum —, dispositio requiritur, quae dispositio et quasi adminiculum si 
erit continentia, temperantia acquiritur, si vero incontinentia, vitium, 
quae intemperantia dicitur, paritur. Incontinentia igitur, ut diximus, 
non vitium, sed via ad vitium, et continentia non virtus, sed via ad 
virtutem. 

Et quid, amabo, honestissimi iuvenes, continentia hac atque castitate 
praestantius aut nobilius aut excellentius dici potest, cum hac quasi 
duce omnibus in virtutibus ac bonis artibus non modo studiosi efficiamur, 
sed angelis aequales atque omnino pares reddamur? Nihil sane hac 
virtute amabilius, nec quod magis alliciat ad diligendum, nec quod magis 
conducat ad vivendum, cum per ipsam non modo castitatem, sed ceteras 
virtutes — ut paulo ante! tetigimus — consequamur. 

O praeclara igitur in omni vita, ac praesertim in adolescentia, con- 
tinentia! Solem enim e mundo tollere videntur, qui te auferre conantur: 
qua nihil quidquam melius naturaeque hominum conducibilius a Deo 
mortalibus dari, concedi, ultroque offerri poterat. Hac nempe et lumbos 
nostros praecingimus, et sic carnis luxuriam coarctamus. Hoc est illud 
divinum vinculum atque ligamen quod nos Deo coniungit, quod regni 
caelestis hereditatem acquirit, cum nullus fornicator aut immundus — 
ut inquit Paulus!°? — habeat hereditatem in regno Christi et Dei. 
Haec est quae Spiritui Sancto apparat habitaculum atque domicilium, 
cum corpora nostra templa sunt Spiritus Sancti.1% 

“Castitas namque — ut asserit devotus ille Bernardus!°5 — mun- 
dum de immundo conceptum semine, de hoste domesticum, angelum 
denique de homine facit.’”” Quam et fundamentum omnium virtutum 
firmissimum et culmen supremum Hieronymus!° appellat, et princi- 
patum inter ceteras ipsam obtinere affirmat: “Illa enimvero praeclara 
virginitas hostia Christi est, cuius nec mentem cogitatio nec carnem 
libido commaculat,” sed imaginem, — ut inquit Cyprianus?!°? —, qui 
de caelo descendit, portat. Haec est illa virginitas, quae est soror ange- 
lorum, regina virtutum, omnium bonorum possessio, victoria libidinis, 
tropaeum fidei et vitae aeternae securitas. Qua et Christus Dominus, 
Iesus, summopere delectabatur. Sicut enim Christus — ut scribit Beda’ 


— in summa pace natus est, ut se pacem diligere ostendat, ita de Virgine 
( 
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ortus est, ut virgineum decus se se colere demonstraret. Ob quam et ex 
Virgine nasci, et virgini, prae ceteris ob ipsam dilecto, moriens virginem 
matrem commendavit.1 


Hanc etenim castitatem non solum a sanctissimis ac praeclarissimis 
nostrae fidei viris celebratam, sed et summo in honore habitam apud 
maiores comperio. Legitur enim apud illum eloquentissimum ac linguae 
Graiae virum gravissimum, Basilium,!° Herculem adolescentem hanc 
potius laboribus plenam quam ipsam voluptatem delitiis refertam sibi 
delegisse: «véw dvtr tH ‘Hpoaxret xouidy, xal oyedov tadtyy &yovtt THY 
Hrixtav, hy xat duets vdv, BovAcvouév motépay todmnytar THY 6dGv, THY 
dik THY Tévev"!! Kyovcay [meds apeTHy, } thy koTyv,] TeoceADety dbo 
yovatnac, TavtTAs dé civan ’Apethy xat Kaxtav. Ed0v0¢ nev obv xat ccwmmans 
éupatvery amd TOD oynuatoc tO Stdpopov. Hiva. yao thy wéev bro 
XOUUOTIXIS Steoxevpaowevyny cic “xdAAOSG, xal bro tTovE7ic!!? Sraepety, 
nal mavta Eowov'l8 adovigg sEnotnuevyv'* ayew’ tadta te obv Serxvdva, 
xal Et. TActw ToUTwWY EmcoxvoupLevyy, Edney emuyerpety tov “Hoaxrca 
TpOG EauTHV’ THY O° Etgpav xaTeoxAnxevat, xual adyyetv, xab GUVTOVOYV 
Brérew, nal Agyeww tormdta Etepu’ SrroyvetoOar yao oddév a&vetwévov, 
ovde dv, GAN’ idpatacg wvelovg xal mévovg4® xal xtwddvove,6 dra 
TAOS HrEtpov te xal Oarcoons, KDAov dé TovTV civar Dedv yevéoOat.» 


Ferunt enim duas sibi mulieres apparuisse, habitu et moribus omnino 
diversas, quarum alteram, mira vestimentorum pulchritudine instructam 
et forma egregia perornatam, omnia voluptatis genera sibi ostendere. 
Alteram vero, asperam et squalore affectam, nihil sibi iucundi promittere, 


UN Chi, (OGD, MOS, Bai- 

1° Basilius Magnus, Ad adolscentes (de legendis libris gentilium), n. 4: 
“Nimirum ad Herculem iuvenem, et fere eam aectatem, quam nunc vos, 
agentem, et utram viam, hancne quae per labores ad virtutem ducit, an 
alteram illam facillimam caperet, deliberantem, mulieres duas accessisse, 
eas autem esse Virtutem ac Vitium, et ipsas tacentes discrimen quod inter 
se intererat, habitu ipso confestim declarasse. Unam quidem a comendi arte 
pulchritudinis comparandae causa exornari, et deliciis diffluere, omneque 
voluptatis examen secum copulatum ducere, isthaec ostendere, et plura his 
adhuc pollicientem conari Herculem ad se trahere: alteram vero macram 
et squallidam esse, et habere oculos intentos, et talia alius generis proferre, 
polliceri nihil remissum, nihil iucundum, sed permultos sudores laboresque, 
ac percula tota terra marique subeunda: praemium autem horum esse deum 
fieri” (PG 31, 574 B). Videsis Xenophon, Memorabilia, II, c.1, 21—34; 
Cicero, De ofjicits, I, c. 32. 
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sed sudores infinitos et mille labores atque pericula polliceri. Praemium 
autem horum esse deum fieri. Quam quidem Herculem imitatum fuisse 
attestantur. 


Et recte quidem, nam radices virtutis et huiusce maxime qua de nunc 
pertractamus, — ut ait ille Socrates!? —, sunt amarissimae, fructus 
vero quam dulcissimi. Nam virtutis via, ut scribit Hesiodus!® ille, 
apud Graecos poeta: «& mévtecg &Sovetv, 4 ody! mMeOTeéTOVTA TOds véoUC 
én’ apetyny “Orr tonysta uev modtovl!® xat SdcBatos xal [Spdroc 
ovyvod xat movov TANENS  TEdG kpeThy Pépoven xal d&vavtys 6dédc. 
Atérep od navtdg odte meocBivar adtyH did 7d SeOtov, ote moeocBdver 
Padtes ext tO &xpov EAGew. “Avw SE yevoudvo dpav bra&pyer do yey 
Acta te nal xadn, wo dé dadta [te] xal edropoc, xal tho Erépaucg HSiwv 
Tig etl THY xaxtav ayovoys, Hv &Dedov!” civar AnBetv éx tod obveyyuc 
6 abtO¢g OdTOE TOLNTHS Zpyoev. "Euol ev yap Soxet oddév Etepov 7H Te0- 
TOETOV Nuss En’ doeTHY, xal TeOKaAovevos amavtTag ayaDods clvat, 
tadte SieAOetv nal Bote wh xatanaraxtobévtag medg tos mdévouc 
TpoaTOGTHVaL TOD TéAoUG. Kal wévtor, xat et tig Etepog gorxdta TovToIG 
THY apethy Suvycev, OS cig tTadTOv!?! huiv pépovtas TOds Adyous a&mo- 
deyaucla.» 

Aspera quidem primum et invia et sudoris continui et laboris plena 
ad virtutes tendens et penitus acclivus. Quare non cuiuslibet est neque 
accedere ad ipsam propter difficultatem, neque accedentis facile ad 
verticem pertingere. Sed cum ad cacumen perveneris, levis et pulchra, 
facilis et omnino accessibilis videtur. Quod et Aristoteles!™ autumat 
cum virtutem circa difficile consistere dicat. Et quid, me Hercule, 


117 Cf. Xenophon, Memorabilia, I, c. 7, 4—9. 

118 Opera et dies, 286 ss. Sed Bernardinus haec apud Basilium Magnum 
legit, loco cit., n. 3: ‘{[Ecquid tandem aliud Hesiodum cogitasse putabimus, 
cum illos versus] ab omnibus decantatos composuit, nisi ut adhortaretur 
adolescentes ad virtutem? Aspera quidem, inquit, primum est et accessu 
difficilis, multoque sudore ac labore plena, atque ardua via quae deducit 
ad virtutem. Quapropter non est cuiusvis ad eam viam accedere, ob ac- 
clivitatem: neque ei qui accessit, facile est ad extremum pervenire. Sed 
cum semel summum attigerit, intueri licebit quam levis et pulchra sit, quam 
facilis et expedita, iucundiorque itinere alio ad vitium ducente: quod statim 
ob viciniam arripi posse dixit idem ille poeta. Mihi enim videtur, cum haec 
litteris proderet, ve aliud sibi proposuisse, quam ut hortaretur nos ad 
virtutem, invitaretque omnes ut essent boni, et ne Jaboribus fracti, ante 
obtentum finem desistamus. Atque etiam si quis alius similiter virtutem 
celebravit, eius sermones veluti in idipsum ferentes recipiamus’”’ (PG 31, 
571 A—B). 
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gloriosius, quid sapientius in vita quam et difficillima aggredi et ob ipsa 
non modo virtutem consequi, sed in hoc corporis carcere angelis pares 
reddi et quasi simillimos Deo effici ? 

Hanc profecto et divinus ille Plato et Aristoteles, Peripateticorum 
princeps, et reliquae Philosophorum Academicorum atque Stoicorum 
familiae summis laudibus atque honoribus ad sidera extulerunt et 
omnibus memoriae prodiderunt. Hanc et Epicurei illi complectebantur, 
etsi omnes in voluptate summum posuisse bonum videbantur. 


Sed quid nunc de Sibyllarum pudicitia ac castitate referam, quae 
solum suae vitae integritate Dei consilia atque arcana scire ac longe 
antea praesagire potuerunt. Inter quas Cumana illa et Erithrea — ut 
elegantissimus recitat Lactantius!#3 — maiore veneratione celebrantur. 
Quae et Dei Filium ad terras e summo Olympo descendere et ex Virgine 
nasci mortemque tandem pro hominum salute ipsum obiturum prae- 
dixerunt. 

Quid postea de Atheniensibus mulieribus loquar, cum et Minervam 
et Dianam deas easque virgines fingere non dubitaverunt. Et dum apud 
eos triginta semel virgines quodam in convivio a tyrannis impudice 
tractarentur, maluerunt siquidem omnes in puteum virgines mergi 
quam, stupro foedari.1*4 

Quid deinceps de Lacedaemoniis inseram, quarum dum quinquaginta 
aut plus eo a Nemesiis ad stuprum cogerentur, ob ipsam pudicitiam 
mortem potius sibi consciverunt ? 


Quid de illa apud Arcadiam Stymphalide virgine subnectam, 
quae maluit in templo Dianae mortem gloriosam oppetere quam a 
tyranno turpiter vitiari? Accedunt ad haec et septem illae virgines 
Milesiae, quas cum Galli insequerentur, ut virginitatis pudorem macu- 
larent, turpitudinem ipsa nece evitarunt. Praeterea quid constantius 
dici potest quam Thebana illa quae et se violatam et suum violatorem 
interemit ? Quid postremo de aliis apud Graecos innumeris recenseam, 
quae ne aliquo vitio contaminarentur, suis propriis vulneribus conci- 
derunt, et nulla divina lege, sed tantum naturae instinctu virginitatem 
maximi fecerunt ? 


Verum, ut ad Romanas feminas transeam, quid earum virginitate 
atque castitate celebrius; cum etiam et portenta dictu fere incredibilia 


123 Divinarum Institutionum, IV, cc.6ss. (PL 6, 461ss.); cf. etiam 
Vergilius, Ecloga, IV. 

124 Multa huiusmodi exempla occurrunt apud Valerium Maximum, 
Factorum dictorumque memorabilium libri, VII, c.1, quod De puducitia 
inscribitur (cum notis Ioannis Vorstii, Berolini 1672, pp. 200—205). 
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Deum propter illarum pudicitiam atque castitatem demonstrasse cognos- 
camus ? Claudia enim, virgo vestalis illa, cum sacrilegii accusaretur, in 
signum suae virginitatis navem ad Tibris litus balteo suo traxisse aiunt, 
quam mille hominum antea omnibus viribus pertrahere non potuerunt. 
Aliam quoque apud Romanos virginem ob suae virginitatis decus aquam 
cribro hausisse ferunt. 

Quid alia quamplurima et hisce similia perquiram? Cum et Lucretia 
illa, corpore et animo casta, ob illatam sibi adulterii iniuriam maluerit 
fortiter occumbere quam impudice ulterius vivere. Quid tandem de 
Portia illa, de Marcella, de Valeria, de Martia clarissimisque aliis muleri- 
bus repetam? Cum et Romani illi virgines deae Dianae atque Vestae 
dedicarent, ut responsa et auspicia a falsis diis ac daemonibus, mirabile 
dictu, senatui populoque Romano referrent. 

Quid pluribus ago? cum haec virginitas apud veteres illos tanto in 
honore habita ac celebrata extiterit, ut nulla virtus dignior, clarior atque 
illis gratior fuerit. 

Hanc eandem — ut iam modum dicendi faciam — omnes Dei Apo- 
stoli, inter quos et Ioannes ille Evangelista floruit, omnes Christi mar- 
tyres, ex quibus Stephanus ac Laurentius, excellentiores evaserunt. 
Hanc et sancti confessores, ut divinus ille Hieronymus, et sacris stigma- 
tibus irradiatus pater meus Franciscus, et Praedicatorum dux Dominicus, 
ac novissime angelicus Bernardinus coluerunt. 

Hanc et roseas illas virgines, inter quas Catharina atque Lucia 
celebriores habentur, cum et prima purissimum lac in sua morte effu- 
derit, secunda vero ut columna immobilis in virginitate perstiterit ; hanc 
demum omnes beatos ac Iesu Christi amicos — ut orationem uno verbo 
complectar — non tantum verbis praedicasse, sed re ipsa plane osten- 
disse accepimus et quotidie in divinis annalibus perlegimus.!° 

Quae cum ita se habeant, optimi atque praeclarissimi iuvenes, hanc 
inter ceteras animi virtutes ac bonas artes quam nobilissimam ac omnium 
ornamentum splendidissimum toto animi et corporis studio complecta- 
mini, hanc consequamini. Qua — credite mihi — nihil Deo gratius, qua 
nihil Deo propinquius, qua nihil, vobis volentibus, facilius, qua nihil 
et animae et corpori salubrius, melius et conducibilius inveniri potest. 
Qua virtute quasi lauro circum tempora redimiti et ad religionem ingre- 
diemini et ad caelorum regna, tamquam ad securissimum portum 
omniumque laborum cumulatissimum praemium, proficiscemini. In 
quibus semper ille laudatur atque extollitur qui est benedictus in saecula. 


125 Sive in Martyrologio Romano sive in Breviario. 


12 Franciscan Studies 1963 
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Haec habui quae vobis nunc impraemeditatus de virginitatis atque 
castitatis laudibus dicerem quaeque ipse meo iudicio sentirem. Si qua 
vero restare videntur, quae permulta sunt, in aliud tempus differemus, 
et de his inter cenandum etiam, si placuerit, nobiscum colloquemur. 


TEAOX 


Finit opusculum editum atque completum per me, Dei gratia fratrem 
Bernardinum Florentinum, Ordinis Minorum. Anno Domini Millesimo 
quadringentesimo septuagesimo primo, Kalendis Augusti. 

Deo gratias semper. Amen. 


GEDEON GAL, O.F.M. 


St. Bonaventure University 
St. Bonaventure, N. Y. 


THE CAJETAN TRADITION OF ANALOGY 


INTRODUCTION 


In his recent book, St. Thomas Aquinas on Analogy, we find George 
P. Klubertanz, S.J., stating: 

St. Thomas speaks of analogy in almost every one of his works, in a variety 
of contexts, yet he nowhere gives a thorough ex professo treatment of the 
problem. Analogy is discussed only within the framework of a specific 
instance of analogous likeness, only as a reply to a specific objection. St. Tho- 
mas left no general treatise on analogy. If the importance of analogy in 
Thomistic metaphysics explains the large number of previous textual 
studies, the scattered and partial texts explain in great part the deficiences 
and conflicting interpretations of these studies. There is no simple answer 
to the question: What is St. Thomas’ doctrine of analogy.! 

There is no simple answer to this question because there is no general 
doctrine of analogy in the writings of Aquinas. There are, however, many 
uses of analogies in various particular contexts of the works of the saint. 

In order to support this rather surprising thesis, Fr. Klubertanz 
considers the various passages concerning analogy in the writings of 
Saint Thomas in a chronological way, pointing out both terminological 
shifts and doctrinal developments. In doing this it is shown that several 
particular kinds of analogy are consistently described; that there are 
various divisions of analogy made by Aquinas, although these divisions 
are not always clear-cut; and that there are some doctrinal constants 
which can be found in the particular texts concerning analogy. But, 
nevertheless, it is also clear that: 
there is in St. Thomas no general theory of analogy, no explicit presentation 
of the general structure of analogy. There are at best incidental remarks 
about elements of such a general structure. 

Even though Fr. Klubertanz’s thesis may be correct, this is not the 
most popular interpretation of Thomas. The general trend of inter- 
pretation has been to reduce the various Thomistic texts concerning 
analogy to some one general theory of analogy. Perhaps the most out- 


1 Klubertanz, S.J., George P., St. Thomas Aquinas on Analogy. Chicago: 
Loyola University Press, (1960), p. 3; see also, p. 105. 
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standing attempt at such a reduction is found in Thomas de Vio Cardinal 
Cajetan’s treatise, De nominum analogia (1498).* In this work, Cajetan 
seeks to reduce all analogies to one of three modes; viz., analogy of 
inequality (analogia inaequalitatis), analogy of attribution (analogia 
attributionis), and analogy of proportionality (analogia proportionals- 
tatis).4 Even though other commentators of Thomas on analogy disagree 
with some of the more specific details of Cajetan’s work, nevertheless 
they still approach the subject of analogy in terms of a reduction to 
several categories. For example, Sylvester of Ferrara maintains that 
every analogy must have a primary analogate.> But Sylvester still 
maintains that there are various distinct kinds of analogies to which 
all particular analogies may be reduced.* Francis Suarez also disagrees 
with Cajetan on specific points. For example, Suarez holds that the 
analogy of attribution is not always an extrinsic one and that the analogy 
of proportionality does not apply to the relation between creature and 
Creator.” However, his discussion of analogy is within the framework 
of the categories drawn by Cajetan. As Fr. Klubertanz so aptly points 
out: 

No independent examination of the Thomistic corpus of analogy texts has 
yet been published by a Suarezin; even when rejecting Cajetan’s inter- 
pretation, they discuss Thomistic analogy in the light of Cajetan’s categories. 
The preponderance of Cajetan’s influence in the systematic elaboration of a 


theory of analogy is more readily appreciated in those who oppose him. Even 
when they disagree, they used his frame of reference.® 


But prior to actually examining the Cajetan theory of analogy, two 
points should be raised. These are, what are the purported sources of 
this theory, and what are the major problems which it claims to answer ? 


As regards the sources of his doctrine, Cajetan claims to make it clear 
that he is merely systematizing and developing the teachings of Aristotle, 
Averroes and especially St. Thomas.® 


3 Caictanus, Thomas de Vio, De nominum analogia; De conceptu entis 
(P. N. Zammit, O.P., editionem curavit). Romae apud institutum ‘‘Ange- 
licum,”’ (1934). 

4 Caietanus, De nominum analogia; I, 3. 

> Klubertanz, St. Thomas Aquinas on Analogy. pp. Io—11. 

8 Lyttkens, Hampus, The Analogy Between God and the World: An In- 
vestigation of Its Backgrounds and Interpretation of Its Use by Thomas of 
Aquino. Uppsala: Almqvist and Wiksells, (1952). Pp. 225—228. 

7 Copleston, S. J., Frederick, A History of Philosophy (Volume III). 
Westminster, Maryland: The Newman Press, (1953). p. 361. 

8 Klubertanz, St. Thomas Aquinas on Analogy. p. 12. 

® Cajetan, Thomas de Vio, The Analogy of Names and the Concept of 
Being. (Edward A. Bushinski and Henry J. Koren, translators.) Second 
edition. Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania: Duquesne University, (1959). p. 7. All 
English translations of De nominum analogia are taken from this work. 
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Like Cajetan, who is admittedly a systematizer and developer, the 
followers of the Cajetan tradition do not claim to be innovators of any 
new doctrines of analogy.!° Everything can be traced to the writings 
of Aristotle and especially St. Thomas. Upholders of this tradition, such 
as Edward A. Bushinski and Henry J. Koren, will be quick to point 
out that Aquinas did not completely and explicitly work out a general 
theory of analogy.4! Rather he uses particular analogies in particular 
cases, or contexts. Nevertheless, the claim will continue, all the material 
needed for such a general theory of analogy is there. And the Cajetan 
tradition! purports to have developed this material into a general 
theory of analogy which is truly that of Aquinas. 


But what are the major problems this general theory of analogy is 
supposed to explain, or at least supposed to help us to understand ? 


One of the most important of these is that of “‘analogical-predication.”’ 
The problem might arise in this way. We use, for example, the word 
‘health’ in a great many ways. We say that the climate is healthy, that a 
person is healthy, that somebody has a healthy skin, and the like. Now it 
is obviously the case that we are not using the word ‘health’ in the same 
way in each case. But it is also just as obvious that there is some similarity 
between the various different uses of the word. What explanation can 
we give here? It is questions of this kind which are the major concern 
of Cajetan’s first two modes of analogy; i. e., analogies of inequality and 
attribution ?1% In order to answer this question, we will see that the 
doctrine of “identical minimal meaning’’ is required, which states in 
particular that every general word has one essential meaning to which 
the word refers, or names, throughout all of its varying uses. 


10" Toud. 

Al Tbid. 

12 [bid. Also see: Klubertanz, St.Thomas Aquinas on Analogy. pp. 7—10; 
Copleston, A History of Philosophy (Volume III). pp. 337—340.; Anderson 
James F, The Bond of Being. St. Louis: B. Herder Book Company, (1949); 
Phelan, Gerald B, Saint Thomas and Analogy. Milwaukee: Marquette Univer- 
sity Press, (1943). For further information concerning the Cajetan tradition 
of analogy and its claim to be a developer of the positions of Aristotle and 
St. Thomas, one may refer to the following: Feckes, K, ‘‘Die Analogie in 
unserem Gotterkennen, ihre metaphysische und religiése Bedeutung.” In 
Probleme dey Gotteserkenntnis. Miinster: (A. Dyroff, editor). Aschendorff, 
(1928). Goergen, A. Kardinal Cajetans Lehre von dey Analogie ; ihy Verhdltnis 
zu Thomas von Aquin. Speyer: Pilger-Verlag, (1938). Penido, M.T.-L. 
“Cajetan et notre connaissance analogique de Dieu.” Revue thomiste, XX XIX 
(1934), PP- 149—192. 

18 Caietanus, De nominum analogia, I, I. 

144 Harrison, Frank R., ‘‘Wittgenstein and the Doctrine of Identical 
Minimal Meaning,” Methodos, XIV (1962), pp. 61—73. 
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The third, and final, mode of analogy is “Analogy of Proportiona- 
lity.”15 Taken in its ‘“‘proper sense,” this form of analogy is most impor- 
tant for metaphysics!® and knowledge of God. It is by a use of “Analogy 
of Proportionality” that creatures can obtain knowledge of God, and at 
the same time avoid the fallacy of equivocation or univocation in language 
about God.1? Closely tied up with this problem of knowledge of God is the 
problem of analogical-predication of the Divine Names, such as ‘wisdom,’ 
‘goodness,’ and ‘love.’ How are we able to call God by any of these 
without falling into the error of anthropomorphism ? These are the major 
problems which the Cajetan theory attempts to answer, to explain. 
My major question in the following sections will be, is the theory success- 
ful in these claims ? 

Cardinal Cajetan bases his entire treatment of the question of analogy 
on a passage found in the Commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard 
of Aquinas. Here we see Saint Thomas speaking of analogy secundum 
intentionem et non secundum esse, secundum esse et non secundum inten- 
tionem, and secundum intentionem et secundum esse.18 It is to these three 


15 Caietanus, De nominum analogia; I, 3. 

16 Caietanus, De nominum analogia; III, ff. Copleston, A History of 
Western Philosophy (Volume ITI). p. 339. 

1” Thid. Also, De nominum analogia, X. 

18 Aquinas, St. Thomas, I Sent.: Scriptum super primum librum Senten- 
tiarum. Opera omnia (Parma edition). 25 volumes. Parma, (1852—73). 
Reprint, New York, (1948). 

The entire relevant passage is as follows: 

Galo, de 5) az AG ae 

Dicendum quod aliquid dicitur secundum analogiam tripliciter: vel secun- 
dum intentionem tantum, et non secundum esse; et hoc est quando una 
intentio refertur ad plura per prius et posterius, quae tamen non habet esse 
nisi in uno; sicut intentio sanitatis refertur ad animal, urinam, et dietam 
diversimode, secundum prius et posterius; non tamen secundum diversum 
esse, quia esse sanitatis non est nisi in animali. Vel secundum esse et non 
secundum intentionem; et hoc contingit quando plura parificantur in inten- 
tione alicuius communis, sed illud commune non habet esse unius rationis 
in omnibus, sicut omnia corpora parificantur in intentione corporeitatis. 
Unde Logicus, qui considerat intentiones tantum, dicit, hoc nomen corpus 
de omnibus corporibus univoce praedicari: sed esse huius naturae non est 
eiusdem rationis in corporibus corruptibilibus et incorruptibilibus. Unde 
quantum ad metaphysicum et naturalem, qui considerant res secundum 
suum esse, nec hoc nomen corpus nec aliquid dicitur univoce de corruptibili- 
bus et incorrruptibilibus, ut patet, X Meta. [text. 5], ex Philosopho et Com- 
mentatore. Vel secundum intentionem et secundum esse; et hoc est quando 
neque parificatur in intentione communi, neque in esse; sicut ens dicitur 
de substantia et accidente; et de talibus oportet quod natura communis 
habeat aliquod esse in unoquoque eorum de quibus dicitur, sed differens 
secundum rationem maioris vel minoris perfectionis. Et similiter dico, quod 
veritas, et bonitas, et omnia huiusmodi dicuntur analogice de Deo et crea- 
turis. Unde oportet quod secundum suum esse omnia haec in Deo sint, et 
in creaturis secundum rationem maioris perfectionis et minoris; ex quo 
sequitur, cum non possint esse secundum unum esse utrobique, quod sint 
diversae veritates. 
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modes of analogy, found in an early text (1254—1256)?® of Aquinas, that 
Cajetan attempts to reduce all other distinctions and divisions of analogy 
found in the writings of Saint Thomas. 

Cajetan makes his reduction of all analogies to the three above 
mentioned modes in Chapter I, sections 2 and 3 of his De nominum 
analogia: 


2 In this work the word analogy means proportion or proportionality, 
as we have learned from the Greeks. However, the term has been subjected 
to so many extensions and distinctions that many names are erroneously 
spoken of as analogous, and confusion would result from any effort to recon- 
cile these many distinctions. However, lest we neglect the main issue through 
an investigation of what is only of secondary importance, and be accused of 
using a peculiar terminology, we shall include all the variations under one 
threefold division, and we shall proceed from those terms which are less 
properly analogous to those which are truly analogous. 


3 All analogous terms can be reduced to three modes of analogy: 
Analogy of Inequality 
Analogy of Attribution 
Analogy of Proportionality 
However, according to the true sense of the term and the practice of Aristotle, 
only the last mode constitutes analogy, and the first one is entirely foreign 
to analogy.?° 


I hope to point out, as we proceed, that this attempt at “reductionalism” 
is entirely inappropriate. But just where has the theory gone wrong — 
where has it de-railed itself? Certainly, at least part of the mistake can 
be pointed to by the notion of “reductionalism.”’ It seems to me that 
one of the primary mistakes of Cajetan is the attempt to reduce all 
analogies and analogical words to a general theory resting on three 
modes of analogy. It is these three modes of analogy that we must 
examine. In doing this it is not my intention to demonstrate that the 


19 Concerning the date of this work see: Eschmann, O.P., Ignatus, 
“A Catalogue of St. Thomas’ Works,” in Gilson’s The Christian Philosophy of 
St. Thomas Aquinas. New York: Random House, (1956). 


20 Caietanus, De nominum analogia; I, 2—3. The Latin is as follows: 

2. Analogiae igitur vocabulum proportionem sive proportionalitatem 
(ut a Graecis accepimus) in proposito sonat. Adeo tamen extensum distinc- 
tumque est, ut, multa nomina analogia abusive dicamus; et multarum 
distinctionum aéunatio si fieret, confusionem pareret. Ne tamen rectum 
obliqui iudicio privetur, et singularitas in loquendo accusetur, unica distinc- 
tione trimembri omni comprehendemus, et a minus proprie analogis ad vere 
analoga procedemus. 

3. Ad tres ergo modos analogiae omnia analoga reducuntur: scilicet ad 
analogiam inaequalitatis, et analogiam attributionis, et analogiam proportio- 
nalitatis. Quamvis secundum veram vocabuli proprietatem et usum Aristo- 
telis, ultimus modus tantum analogiam constituat, primus autem alienus 
ab analogia omnino sit. 
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analogies of inequality, of attribution, and of proportionality are log7- 
cally invalid theories. I do want to bring to the foreground the question 
of the applicability of these three modes of analogy to any and every 
particular analogy that might be constructed, for the claim has been made 
that all analogies and analogical words are reducible to one of these 
three modes of analogy. In each case I shall first give a traditional 
account of the modes of analogy in question. Then I shall proceed to my 
comments on that particular mode of analogy. 


Analogy of Inequality 


Of this mode of analogy, Cajetan says: 


4... Things are said to be analogous by analogy of inequality if they 
have a common name, and the notion indicated by this name is exactly the 
same but unequally participated in. We are speaking here of inequality of 
perfection; for example, body is a term common to inferior and superior 
bodies, and the notion of all bodies insofar as they are bodies, is the same. 
If the question is asked, What is fire insofar as it is a body ? the answer will 
be: a substance subject to the three dimensions; and likewise to the question, 
What is the heaven insofar as it is a body? etc. Nevertheless the notion of 
corporeity is not in inferior and superior bodies according to an equal grade 
of perfection.?+ 


This is, of course, what Aquinas refers to as analogia secundum esse et non 
secundum intentionem.?? But what is it to be an analogy according to 
being and not intention? Or, to put this into the language of Cajetan,?% 
what is it for various things to participate unequally in the same notion ? 

A more or less traditional account”4 may well proceed somewhat like 
this. This mode of analogy presupposes the classification of things into 
species and genus, and these species and genera form some sort of ordered, 
or graded, hierarchy of things. For example, ‘animal’ is properly 
predicated only of the genus, and secondarily of the various species 
of the genus and, then, individuals of the species. It is said that several 


21 Tbid., I, 4. The Latin is as follows: 

4. Analoga secundum inaequalitatem vocatur, quorum nomen est com- 
mune, et ratio secundum illud nomen est omnino eadem, inaequaliter tamen 
participata. Et loquimur de inaequalitate perfectionis: ut corpus nomen 
commune est corporibus inferioribus et superioribus, et ratio omnium cor- 
porum (in quantum corpora sunt) eadem est. Quaerenti enim quid est ignis 
in quantum corpus, dicetur: substantia trinae dimensioni subiecta. Et simi- 
liter quaerenti: quid est caelum in quantum corpus, etc. Non tamen secun- 
dum aequalem perfectionem ratio corporeitatis est in inferioribus et superio- 
ribus corporibus. 

22 See footnote 18. 

23 See footnote 2T. 

** For example, the reader might wish to refer to The Bond of Being by 
James F. Anderson. See footnote 12. 
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species may be a member of the same genus, provided that each of these 
species share to some degree, more or less, the same general formal 
character of the genus of which they are members. Here the notion of 
animal remains the same. The question becomes, how much does each 
individual species partake of this notion of animal, and therefore, how 
much does each individual member of the species partake of the being 
of this same notion? It is this degree of partaking that varies, not the 
notion of animal, which must have a univocal meaning. Or to put this 
in other words, there must be an identical something in which all of the 
analogates share — a common, real essence. 

We are not to think that the doctrine of the analogy of inequality in 
any way suggests that these various species which partake of the form of 
the genus are thereby all the same in their own natures, This is not the 
case at all, for Aquinas is careful to point out that: 

All animals are equally animals but they are not all equal animals, for one 
animal is greater and more perfect than another.?® 
And Cajetan says that: 


6 ... the analogates are considered equal in the formality signified by 
the common name but are not equal with respect to the ‘to be’ of this com- 
mon formality. For the formality of every genus has a more perfect ‘to be’ 
in one thing than in another, as we see so often in metaphysics. For instance, 
not only is a plant more noble than a mineral, but corporeity is more noble 
in a plant than in a mineral; and the same goes for other perfections.?® 


By analogy of inequality the attempt is made to predicate one thing 
univocally of many other things. Thus animal is predicated in the same 
way of both cat and human. It seems that there are two linguistic con- 
fusions implied by analogy of unequality. The first of these is the sup- 
position that for a word to be meaningful it must name something. This 
appears obvious with concrete substantivals like ‘this chair.’ It must also, 
therefore, be the case with universal, general words. But it is obvious 
that these words do not name any concrete things like this particular 


25 Aquinas, St. Thomas, Quaestiones disputatae de malo: II, a. 9, ad. 16. 
(Parma edition) : 
Dicendum quod omnia animalia sunt aequaliter animalia, non tamen sunt 
aequaliter animalja, sed unum animal est altero maius et perfectius; et simi- 
liter non oportet quod omnia peccata propter hoc sint paria. 


26 Caietanus, De nominum analogia,; I, 6. 

6. Hanc analogiam S. Thomas, in J Sent., dist. 19 vocat analogiam 
secundum esse tantum, eo quod analogata parificantur in ratione significata 
per illud nomen commune, sed non parificantur in esse illius rationis. Per- 
fectius enim esse habet in uno, quam in alio, cuiuscumque generis ratio, ut 
in Metaphysica pluries patet. Non solum enim planta est nobilior minera; 
sed corporeitas in planta est nobilior corporeitate in minera: et sic de aliis. 
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chair on which I am now sitting. But, nevertheless, they must name 
something, it is held, in order to be meaningful — to have a meaning. 
For example, they are said to name Forms, or genera, or universals, or 
essences, or concepts, etc. I want to point out that words are not things 
that have meanings, like I have an automobile. Words do not have 
anything, and need not name anything to be meaningful. Words are 
symbols which become meaningful in accordance with the various 
sentences in which they are used — sentences which are placed in a 
particular context, or situation. 


The second linguistic confusion lurking behind the theory of analogy 
of inequality is that the meanings of various words are like physical 
things that can be put into boxes. In fact Cajetan’s comments rather 
remind me of a young child’s toy I have seen. This toy consisted of several 
brightly colored, square boxes with no lids. These boxes were all graduated 
in size so that one would fit snuggly into another. But words, and uses 
of words in sentences, are not like boxes which can be put one inside 
another. To think in terms of this model is to be quickly misled. “Specific 
meanings” are not contained within “general meanings.”’ 


Analogy of Attribution 
In speaking of analogy of attribution, Cajetan says: 


8 Those things are analogous by attribution which have a common 
name, and the notion signified by this name is the same with respect to the 
term but different as regards the relationships to this term. For example, 
the name healthy is common to medicine, urine and animal, but the notion 
of all insofar as healthy expresses different relationships to one term, namely, 
health. For if anyone describes what an animal is insofar as it is healthy, he 
will say that it is the subject of health, and that urine insofar as it is healthy 
is a sign of health, whereas medicine insofar as it is healthy will be mentioned 
as a cause of health. In this example it is perfectly clear that the notion of 
health is not entirely the same nor entirely different, but to a certain extent 
the same and to a certain extent different. For there is a diversity of relation- 
ships, but the term of these relationships is one and the same.2? 


27 Toid., II, 8. 

8. Analoga autem secundum attributionem sunt, quorum nomen com- 
mune est, ratio autem secundum illud nomen est eadem secundum terminum, 
et diversa secundum habitudines ad illum: ut sanum commune nomen est 
medicinae, urinae et animali; et ratio omnium in quantum sana sunt, ad 
unum terminum (sanitatem scilicet), diversas dicit habitudines. Si quis enim 
assignet quid est animal in quantum sanum, subiectum dicet sanitatis; 
urinam vero in quantum sanam, signum sanitatis; medicinam autem in 
quantum sanam, causam sanitatis proferet. Ubi clare patet, rationem sani 
esse nec omnino eamdem, nec omnino diversam; sed eamdem secundum quid, 
et diversam secundum quid. Est enim diversitas habitudinum, et identitas 
termini illarum habitudinum. 
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A contemporary follower of the Cajetan tradition, James F. Anderson, 
remarks on this mode of analogy in this way: 

Analogy of proportion or attribution . . . is in effect when the same word 
is applied to different things according to a formal signification partly the 
same and partly diverse — diverse as regards the diverse modes of relations 
to the term of the attribution or attributions, but the same as regards the 
term itself. Things are analogous in this way because they are proportional 
to one thing: proportionantur ad unum. In other words, things are analogous 
by analogy of proportion or attribution whose name is common, the notion 
signified by that name being the same as regards the term of the attribution 
but diverse as regards the relations of the analogates to it.?8 


There are several necessary conditions connected with this general 
mode of analogy. The first of these is that the analogical word; e.g., 
‘health,’ which is predicated of a number of analogates, is predicated 
properly or formally of only one analogate. In the example of health 
it is said that animals are properly called ‘healthy.’ Other things are 
said to be ‘healthy’ only insofar as they are signs of health in the animal, 
or are causes of this health. Here the word ‘cause’ is to be understood 
in the sense of the four causes; i. e., material, efficient, formal and final, 
as listed and discussed by Aristotle in the Physics.?® 

For example, the notion of health is common to diet, urine and the 
animal itself. If anyone should use the word ‘health,’ or a derivative of it, 
in connection with diet, urine and animal, they would say that such-and- 
such is a healthy diet, the urine is healthy and that is a healthy animal, 
all in rather different but related ways. The diet would be called ‘healthy’ 
in that it is an efficient cause of health in the animal; the urine in that 
it is a sign of a healthy animal; and the animal is called ‘healthy’ in that 
it is the proper subject of health. Thus, it is seen that all three uses of the 
word ‘health’ are different, but nevertheless, they still have some one 
element common to them all. To put this in another way, it is said that 
there is a diversity of relations between the various uses of the word 
‘health,’ but the primary analogate of all of these various relations is one 
and the same; viz., the healthy animal.®° 

The second necessary condition of an analogy of attribution is that 


the primary analogate to which the diverse relationships of the analogical 
{ 
Foe \ 

28 Anderson, The Bond of Being. p. 96. 

29 Aristotle, The Works of Aristotle. W.D. Ross, editor. Oxford: The 
Clarendon Press, (1930). Physics; 194b 16—195b 30. 

30 In reference to this paragraph the reader might wish to note the 
following. Aristotle: Physics: 194b 15—195b 30; Metaphysics, 1o60b 
30—1061a 7. St. Thomas: Summa theologica (Parma edition), I, 13, 5. 
Caietanus, De nominum analogia II, to. 
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word refer is not one merely in thought, but is also numerically one. 
But this assertion can be understood in one of two ways; viz., either 
universally or particularly. 

If the analogates are considered particularly, the analogical word is 
necessarily one in number in a “positive way.” If, on the other hand, the 
analogates are considered universally, the single analogous word is not 
multiplied numerically in the analogates as a universal, although in it- 
self it is something universal. If one were to consider this healthy diet 
and this healthy animal, they both are called ‘healthy’ in relation to the 
health of the particular animal in question — this animal being one 
concrete animal. Richard is said to be healthy because he has this 
particular health; the medicine is said to be healthy because it is a cause 
of Richard’s particular health, and so on. But if we are to consider 
healthy animal and healthy diet in a general way, the health by which 
these are called healthy, formally speaking, is not in itself numerically 
one. It cannot be said to be numerically one because universal causes must 
be assigned to universal effects, and universal effects are not numerically 
one.*! Health is, therefore, numerically one in these analogates in a 
“negative way” only, not being multiplied numerically in animal, diet, 
and so forth — for there is not one health in diet and another in animal. 


The third necessary condition of analogy of attribution is derived from 
the second. The primary analogate must be put into the definitions of the 
other analogates, which may be of any number, with repect to the ana- 
logous word. 


In names predicated of many in an analogical sense, all are predicated through 
a relation to some one thing; and this one thing must be placed in the de- 
finition of them all. And since the essence expressed by the name is the defini- 
tion, as the Philosopher says, such a name must be applied primarily to that 
which is put in the definition of the other things, and secondarily to these 
others according as they approach more or less to the first. Thus, for instance, 
healthy applied to animals comes into the definition of healthy applied to 
medicine, which is called healthy as being the cause of health in the animal; 
and also into the definition of healthy which is applied to urine, which is 
called healthy in so far as it is a sign of the animal’s health. 2 


$1 Aristotle, Physics 195b 25—29. 

32 St. Thomas, Summa theologica. I, 13, 6c The entire relevant Latin 
passage is: 
13, 6:6: 
Dicendum quod in omnibus nominibus quae de pluribus analogice dicuntur, 
necesse est quod omnia dicantur per respectum ad unum; et ideo illud unum 
oportet quod ponatur in definitione omnium. Et quia “‘ratio quam significat 
nomen, est definitio,” ut dicitur in IV Metaphys., necesse est quod illud 
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The primary analogate must enter into the definitions of the several 
secondary analogates, because these secondary analogates have no 
essential, or intrinsic, right to be called by the analogous word except 
through attribution to the primary analogate. We remember that it is 
only of the primary analogate that the analogous word is properly 
predicated in analogy of attribution. In this way, the notions of medicine, 
diet, and the like, insofar as they are called ‘healthy,’ all refer to the 
health of the animal. In other words, to understand the meaning of the 
word ‘health’ as predicated of medicine and diet, we must have some 
knowledge of what is meant by ‘health’ as predicated of an animal. 
Definition is, therefore, viewed in this form of analogy as being derived 
from, and based on, the form of the primary analogate. It is the primary 
analogate which is the basis of the identical minimal meaning going 
through all of the other analogates, and without which there would be 
no analogy of attribution. Consequently, what is realized formally in a 
thing must be included in the definition of all other things which receive 
the same analogical word by attribution. As Aquinas points out, “in 
analogicals, a name taken in one signification must be placed in the 


nomen per prius dicatur de eo quod ponitur in definitione aliorum, et per 
posterius de aliis, secundum ordinem quo appropinquant ad illud primum 
vel magis vel minus; sicut sanum quod dicitur de animali, cadit in definitione 
sani quod dicitur de medicina; quae dicitur sana inquantum causat sani- 
tatem in animal; et in definitione sani quod dicitur de urina, quae dicitur 
sana inquantum est signum sanitatis animalis. 

Sic ergo omnia nomina quae metaphorice de Deo dicuntur, per prius 
de creaturis dicuntur quam de Deo, quia dicta de Deo nihil aliud significant 
quam similitudines ad tales creaturas. Sicut enim ridere dictum de prato 
nihil aliud significat quam quod pratum similiter se habet in decore cum 
floret, sicut homo cum ridet, secundum similitudinem proportionis; sicut 
nomen leonis dictum de Deo nihil aliud significat quam quod Deus similiter 
se habet ut fortiter operetur in suis operibus, sicut leo in suis. Et sic patet 
quod secundum quod dicuntur de Deo, eorum significatio definiri non potest, 
nisi per illud quod de creaturis dicitur. 

De aliis autem nominibus, quae non metaphorice dicuntur de Deo, 
esset etiam eadem ratio, si dicerentur de Deo causaliter tantum, ut quidam 
posuerunt. Sic enim cum dicitur Deus est bonus, nihil aliud esset quam Deus 
est causa bonitatis creaturae; et sic hoc nomen bonum, dictum de Deo, 
clauderet in suo intellectu bonitatem creaturae. Unde bonum per prius 
diceretur de creatura quam de Deo. Sed supra ostensum est quod huiusmodi 
nomina non solum dicuntur de Deo causaliter, sed etiam essentialiter. Cum 
enim dicitur Deus est bonus, vel sapiens, non solum significatur quod ipse 
sit causa sapientiae vel bonitatis, sed quod haec in eo eminentius prae- 
existunt. Unde, secundum hoc, dicendum est quod quantum ad rem signi- 
ficatam per nomen, per prius dicuntur de Deo quam de creaturis, quia a 
Deo huiusmodi perfectiones in creaturas manant. Sed quantum ad impositio- 
nem nominis, per prius a nobis imponuntur creaturis, quas prius cognosci- 
mus. Unde et modum significandi habent qui competit creaturis, ut supra 


dictum est. 
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definition of the same name taken in other significations.” 3? Again, 
there must be an identical meaning in each of the analogates. 

The fourth necessary condition of analogy of attribution®* may be 
presented in this way. Since the analogy of attribution involves a plura- 
lity of relationships, it also involves a plurality of concepts. The common 
analogous word has a different meaning in respect of each of the various 
analogates, and, therefore, in each case involves a different concept. 
But all of these different significations have a mutual connotation, this 
being that single thing, or minimal meaning of which the analogous name 
is properly predicated. 

Given these four necessary conditions, just what is analogy of attri- 
bution supposed to accomplish, what general problems does it purport 
to answer, and does it ? Well, we are certainly dealing with the problem 
of predication; i.e., how are we able to predicate the same analogous word 
to several different things, or analogates? Surely the climate and any 
animal are two very different things, but we say of both that they are 
healthy. Certainly a card game and a game of tennis are two very dif- 
ferent kinds of games, but, nevertheless, we call them both ‘games.’ 

In answer to the question just raised, we are told that when an ana- 
logous word is predicated of two, or more, different things, then the word 
is predicated according to the relationship these things have to some 
third thing, here understanding ‘thing’ in a rather broad sense as in- 
cluding definitions, concepts, and the like.25 Now it is the case that a 
large number of examples can be given, that of health being one, which 
seem neatly to fit this schema. But on the other hand, there are the 
border-line cases which do not clearly fit this doctrine of analogy, but 
which, if the claim for completeness and and generality is to be satisfied, 


33 Tbid., I, 13, roc. The Latin text reads: 

£3, LOC:: 
Dicendum quod hoc nomen Deus in praemissis tribus significationibus non 
accipitur neque univoce neque aequivoce, sed analogice. Quod ex hoc patet. 
Quia univocorum est omnino eadem ratio, aequivocorum est omnino ratio 
diversa; in analogicis vero oportet quod nomen, secundum unam signifi- 
cationem acceptum, ponatur in definitione eiusdem nominis secundum alias 
significationes accepti. Sicut ens de substantia dictum ponitur in definitione 
entis secundum quod de accidente dicitur; et sanum dictum de animali 
ponitur in definitione sani secundum quod dicitur de urina et de medicina; 
huius enim sani quod est in animali, urina est significativa, et medicina 
factiva. 

Sic accidit in proposito. Nam hoc nomen Deus, secundum quod pro Deo 
vero sumitur, in ratione Dei sumitur secundum quod dicitur Deus secundum 
opinionem vel participationem. Unde manifestum est quod analogice dicitur. 

34 Caietanus, De nominum analogia. II, 15. 

35 | base this comment on Cajetan’s use of ‘name.’ See: De nominum 
analogia. IV, 31. 
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should. Let us examine two such border-line cases of analogous uses 
of a word. 

Consider the statement, ‘She has a healthy skin.’ Now from the 
passages that we have been considering concerning the analogy of 
attribution the word ‘healthy’ must be used in one of several ways, all 
of which in some way refer to a primary analogate, which in this case 
we take to be the healthy girl. At once it might be remarked that the 
analogous word ‘healthy’ is being predicated of the skin because the 
skin is a “sign of” the general healthy condition of the girl. And this 
as one answer which is satisfactory to suggest. But we can also say that 
the skin is called ‘healthy’ just because it contributes to the health of the 
girl. Here is a basically different interpretation from that of the skin 
being a “‘sign of” health, and therefore, being called ‘healthy.’ We are 
now considering the skin as in some way being a contributing factor 
to the girl’s health. Now the answer to the question, ‘“Why is the skin 
called ‘healthy’ ?’”’ becomes, “Because it is a contributing factor to the 
girl’s health,” and not, “because it is an indication of the girl’s healthy 
state.” And, once again, our answer is not incorrect. But there is yet 
another answer that might be set forth. We can, and do, also say that 
this skin is healthy because it is itself in a state of well-being. We can 
easily imagine a dermatologist saying, ““My, what a healthy skin!’’ Here 
the doctor is not necessarily considering this particular healthy skin 
as either a sign of the girl’s health, or as contributing to her health. The 
dermatologist is simply thinking about the skin itself being in a good 
condition, and, when he has judged it so, calling it ‘healthy.’ 

This example, ‘She has a healthy skin,’ is a clear-cut case of what 
should be an instance of analogy of attribution. All of the requirements 
of this mode of analogy are fulfilled by the example of ‘healthy skin,’ 
and yet we still are not able to clearly say why, given the schema of just the 
analogy of attribution, the skin ts called ‘healthy.’ We cannot conclusively 
apply the schema to an example which seems to be a paradigm case. 

Consider the second example, ‘This is a painful cut.’ Here again we 
have an example of what should be a clear case of analogy of attribution, 
where the analogous word ‘pain’ refers first to a primary analogate and 
secondly to othek analogates. Again, we can interpret this statement in 
at least three different ways. We can ask ourselves is ‘pain’ being pre- 
dicated of ‘cut’ because the cut is a sign of a painful condition of the cut 
person ; is ‘pain’ being predicated of ‘cut’ because the cut causes a painful 
condition for the cut person; or it might be said that ‘pain’ is being 
predicated of ‘cut’ because the cut itself is painful? Once again, any one 
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of the three might be said; and, once again, the analogy of attribution 
does not tell us just how we are using the word ‘pain’ as predicated of 


c , 


cut. 

Surely both of these examples in the framework of Cajetan must be 
considered as instances of analogy of attribution. They simply could not 
be instances of either analogies of inequality or proportionality. But these 
two examples do not fit into the schema of analogy of attribution in any 
clear and definite way. Thus, I am led to question whether or not this 
mode of analogy holds in all those cases where it seems that it should. 
And, further, whether in such cases this mode of analogy clearly explains 
how we are predicating the analogous word to some analogate. If it is 
the case that the analogy of attribution fails to hold good in all cases 
where it seemingly should, and does not explain clearly how we are 
predicating the analogous word to some analogate, then the claim of 
generality of the Cajetan theory is very much weakened. At this point, 
then, I bring into serious question the claim of complete generality. 

A follower of the Cajetan tradition might want to reply to the above 
in the following way. He may say that we certainly can, and do, call this 
skin ‘healthy’ for several reasons; but yet this fact does not bring into 
question the general applicability of the analogy of attribution. In one 
instance, he may continue, we are considering this skin as a sign of 
health, in another as a contributing factor to health, and in the last 
instance as the primary analogate of which health is properly predicated. 
This, he might point out, only suggests the fact that we talk about this 
skin in several different ways. But through all of varying ways of talking 
about this skin, there runs one identical, minimal meaning — like one 
single thread. Parallel observations could be made about the case of the 
painful cut. 

What are we to say to this type of rejoinder ? First, to say that we can 
talk about healthy skin in several different ways, “only points out the 
fact that we talk about this skin in several different ways,” seems at 
best a rather weak and uninteresting comment to make against the 
objections raised in the last several paragraphs. The point of the matter 
is that the mode of analogy of attribution is supposed to tell us how we 
can, in fact, predicate an analogous word to many analogates — not 
that we do it. We already know this. To repeat, the mode of analogy of 
attribution purports to tell us in general — for every case — how and 
why we do in fact predicate certain words, such as ‘health,’ to dissimilar 
things. Thus, when it is asked how do we predicate words as we do, it is 
nugatory to point out that we do it. 
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But, again, I have not said anything about the actual structure of 
this schema. I have only brought its general application into question. 

Let us now turn our attention to the structure of the schema itself. 
These comments are directed against the first necessary requirement of 
analogy of attribution; viz., that the analogous word which is predicated 
of a number of analogates is predicated properly, or formally, of only 
one analogate; i. e., the primary analogate of the analogy. To put this 
in other terms, there must be some distinctive common feature, the 
primary analogate, to which all the secondary analogates refer, and 
which, as an identical minimal meaning, is included in their definitions. 
As we find James F. Anderron saying: 

Analogy of attribution may involve only two terms: simple proportion 
or attribution of this to that; or more than two terms; in fact, an indefinite 
number of terms. But regardless of their number, they are all referred to one 
principle term. Analogy of attribution is thus always ad unum, “analogy of 
one or of several to one”’ (“‘analogia unis vel plurtum ad unum’’ ).36 

It has already been pointed out that the primary analogate does not 
have to be a thing in the materialistic use of the word ‘thing,’ for the 
primary analogate may also be a definition, concept, or the like.3” 
What zs important to grasp, however, is that the analogy of attribution 
is dependent upon some primary referent. This is claimed to be true in all 
cases. But this notion of a primary referent — an identical minimal 
meaning — has been brought into serious question by such contemporary 
philosophers as Wittgenstein. For example, think of Wittgenstein’s 
illustration of various tools in a tool box.*® All of these; e.g., the hammer, 
pliers, saw, glue-pot, ruler, nails, and so on, are called ‘tool.’ The question 
becomes how are we to predicate this one word ‘tool’ of so many different 
things? The traditional answer of Cajetan would be that there must be 
one essential definition, concept, or thing to which all of the various 
particular tools “refer’” — some common thread of meaning running 
through all uses of the word, so that they are all called ‘tools’ in a secon- 
dary, or derived, way. Therefore, we have here an example of analogia 
unis vel plurium ad unum, i.e., in the general case analogia secundum 
intentionem et non secundum esse. 

But, we may ask, what does this move of claiming there is a primary 
analogate to which all secondary ones refer and from which they derive 


36 Anderson, James F., The Bond of Being, pp. 10I—102. 

37 See footnote 35. 

38 Wittgenstein, Ludwig, Philosophical Investigations. (G.E.M. Ans- 
combe, translator). Oxford: Basil Blackwell, (1958) p.6, Sect. 11; p.7, 
SeECiaiy. 
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their meanings — what does this move gain for us? Here, I want to say, 
such an approach gains us nothing in our understanding of what we are 
doing when we say that this is a tool, that is a tool, and so on. Such a 
move does not aid us in the doing or understanding of anything that 
we did not already do or understand before. 

Consider another passage from Anderson’s The Bond of Being: 
Thus, irrespective of the diversity of content in the actual conception of any 
generic or specific object, a basic, formal univocality is supposed if the 
concept has been grasped at all. Where this is not so, ordinary conversation 
would be impossible. For instance, the statement, ‘‘this is a typewriter,” 
would be unintelligible if the word typewriter were not univocal, that is, 
if it did not have an identical minimal meaning as applied to all typewriters ; 
for in that case no one could be sure what I was talking about.%® 

There are several comments that could be made about this passage 
from the Cajetan tradition, but I shall mention only two. First, the idea 
that there is necessarily one minimal meaning in any analogy of attri- 
bution reduces this mode of analogy to a univocal status. In other words, 
the analogy of attribution is no analogy at all! Cajetan himself realized 
that he was forced to this position.49 That is why he will allow only 
analogy of proportionality to be called ‘analogy’ in any proper sense of 
the word.*4 

But, as against this position, I also hold that in ordinary language it is 
far from the general case that we require an “identical minimal meaning” 
of a word in order to be able to meaningfully use that word in our 
conversations. Nor 1m general can we say that there is an “identical 
minimal meaning”’ which serves as a referent, or primary analogate, 
in order to be able to use such words as ‘tool,’ ‘game,’ and ‘health’ 
in a meaningful way. Therefore, I wish to conclude here that the Cajetan 
tradition of the doctrine of the analogy of attribution has the structural 
flaw of being reduced to the univocal, and that the condition of generally 
having a primary analogate is not at all justified in every case which 
purports to be an example of analogy of attribution. 

To recapitulate briefly, I have pointed out first that analogy of 
attribution has no necessary application to particular cases. It has no 

39 Anderson, The Bond of Being. p. 24. (Italics, mine) 


40 EF. g. see: Caietanus, De nominum analogia. II, 16. The Latin reads: 
Et propter hoc tria de huiusmodi analogo dicuntur: scilicet quod com- 


mune est omnibus analogatis non secundum vocem tantum; — et quod 
simpliciter prolatum stat pro primo; — et quod non est prius primo ana- 


logato, in quo tota sua ratio formaliter salvatur. Primum quidem peculiarius 
significal, et super omnia analogata superius significatum non habet. (Italics, 
mine). 

41 Caietanus, De nominum analogia. III, 23. 
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general explanatory force, but at best is only a descriptive generaliza- 
tion of how we might interpret some cases of our multifarious 
linguistic usages. But, unfortunately, the mode of analogy of attri- 
bution does present itself as explaining something. Here the theory 
is otiose. The theory fails in that it does not explain anything that 
we did not already know about the particular case before employing 
this theory. Second, it was pointed out that analogy of attribution has 
a structural flaw. In assuming an identical minimal meaning running 
through all the various uses of the so-called analogous word, we find 
that this word can only be analogical if it is univocal — no small 
contradiction ! 


Analogy of Proportionality 


Let us now consider the third mode of analogy cited by Cajetan and 
his followers. This is the analogy of proportionality, which is called ana- 
logy in the proper sense. 


23 Description. Passing over from what is called incorrectly analogous 
to analogy in the proper sense, we say that those things are called analogous 
by proportionality which have a common name, and the notion expressed 
by this name is proportionally the same. Or to say the same in a different 
way, those things are called analogous by proportionality which have a 
common name, and the notion expressed by this name is similar according 
to a proportion. For instance, to see by corporeal vision and by intellectual 
vision are indicated by the common term fo see, because just as to understand 
presents something to the mind, so fo see presents something to the animated 
body.*” 


This mode of analogy is said to be based upon something that is strictly 
and formally present in all of the analogates of the analogy in question. 
In this way it differs from the analogy of attribution, which has only one 
primary analogate of which the analogous word, or perfection, is formally 
predicated. But though the analogates of the analogy of proportionality 
are in some sense said to be similar, they are not in any way said to be 
univocal. We shall find that there are three necessary conditions which 
must be fulfilled in an analogy of proper proportionality. These are: 


42 Thid. The Lakin Lex talsr 

23. Ex abusive igitur analogis ad proprie analogiam ascendendo, dicimus: 
analoga secundum proportionalitatem dici, quorum nomen est commune, 
et ratio secundum illud nomen est proportionaliter eadem. Vel sic: Analoga 
secundum proportionalitatem dicuntur, quorum nomen commune est, et 
ratio secundum illud nomen est similis secundum proportionem: ut videre 
corporali visione, et videre intellectualiter, communi nomine vocantur videre; 
quia sicut intelligere, rem animae offert, ita videre corpori animato. 
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1) Similarity of relations, and not attributes 

2) Similarity of concrete relational complexes 

3) Proper, or essential, similarity 

In order to be a bit clearer, let me begin by taking into account 
analogy of improper proportionality; i. e., metaphor. 

Consider the metaphor, ‘queen bee.’ In this example we speak of one 
particular bee being a queen, as we might speak of one particular lady of 
England being a queen. Now, in attempting to understand this, and other 
metaphors, we may easily be tempted to ask ourselves what particular 
quality, or attribute, does the bee and the human queen have in common. 
We may be tempted to look for some one characteristic which they both 
share. This being the case, we would be led to examine the individual 
bee very closely from now one point of view and now another. After 
such a careful scrutiny of the bee we may once again pose to ourselves 
the question, how is this insect gua insect like the human queen. And in 
some cases, if we think we have found such an attribute, we may be led 
to reason that if both X and Y have the same attribute, in common, 
surely there must be other common attributes as well. And after all, 
it is the case that any two objects in the world can be said to have some 
attribute in common; e. g. they are both objects in the world. But surely 
we do not want to say that anything can be used metaphorically of 
anything else. We have allowed ourselves to be philosophically seduced 
by a tempting procedure. And in doing so we have misunderstood the 
point of a metaphor. 

The view of interpreting a metaphor which has been presented is this. 
Two given objects are said to be similar because they have at least one 
attribute, or quality, in common. In that they both have this given 
attribute, they may be said to be similar. But a proper metaphor is ot 
based on a comparison of a single attribute, or on a group of such attri- 
butes. What we are comparing are similar external relational structures. 
In the example of ‘queen bee,’ we are not comparing the insect to a human. 
We are comparing the external relation which holds between this bee 
and the rest of the hive with the external relation which holds between 
the human queen and the rest of the state. A metaphor is not based on a 
comparison of single attributes, or a collection of attributes. A metaphor 
is based on a comparison of external relations which hold between several 
objects. As such, the objects in question may only be very superficially 
like one another. But this has little to do with the metaphorical relation. 
Thus a metaphor is not a comparison of objects, but of relational struc- 
tures holding between objects. 
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Neither is analogy of proportionality4? based upon a comparison of 
single attributes of various things. It is based upon a similarity of rela- 
tions, but this is not a direct relationship between the various analogates 
in the analogy, but rather there is a relationship within each of the ana- 
logates. It 1s these relationships that are said to be similar. This is the first 
necessary condition of analogy of proportionality; viz., that it always 
involves some sort of relational complex. When two such relational 
complexes are seen to be similar they then become analogates of one 
another, and the analogous word may then be predicated of each of them 
concretely and properly without an appeal to an univocal term, or 
primary analogate. 

But, Cajetan points out,“ this is not a recommendation to forget the 
individual analogates of the analogy. All of the analogies of proportional- 
ity involve more than merely a similarity of relation. There must be a 
similarity of one whole relational complex to another. As such, the ana- 
logy of proportionality involves not only a similarity of relation, but 
also that which is related. The reason for maintaining this point is to 
guard this mode of analogy from ultimately reducing itself to a univocal 
form.*® We remember that analogy of proportionality is claimed by 
Cajetan to be both secundum esse et secundum tntentionem. It is for this 
reason that he looks upon this mode of analogy as the only one in the 
proper sense.4® He sees the other two modes of analogy in his system 
as ultimately reducible to some univocal condition of either esse or inten- 
tionem*’ — having either what might be called a distinctive common 
feature, or an identical minimal meaning. 

From the above type of discussion of Cajetan’s account of analogy of 
proportionality it is said to follow that the analogous relations are 
intrinsically and properly present in each of the analogates.® If this were 
not the case, there would not be an analogy of proportionality, but only 
an approximation which is called a metaphor, and it is for this reason 
that the examples thus far cited are all said to be metaphors. 

Now the relationship of one intrinsic relation to another provides the 
foundation for analogy of proportionality,*® because such relations are 
closer to the internal essence of the things in question than simple extrin- 


i 
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43 Caietanus, De nominum analogia. III, ff. 
Sah Be tee WIN, agp rehakal NYAS Koy 

ADS TOUdse WV nA9! 

46 Thid., III, 23. See footnote 42 for the Latin text. 
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49" Tbid., Lil, 29. 
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sic relations. This will obviously hold only in those particular cases where 
we have selected essential, and not incidental, factors in the complexes 
of the analogy. While a relation might be similar, it does not follow that 
the parts are similar in an essential way. In order to attain a really proper 
analogy of this mode one must discover a similarity between intrinsic 
relations which are essentially dependent on their terms and the terms 
upon the relations. Such similarities will be both concrete and analogous, 
for they will involve both the relations and the terms of a concrete complex. 

But how are these internal relations so necessary for analogy of 
proportionality to be found ? 

These needed relations cannot be found in the aliquot parts of any 
particular thing, for these parts are quantitatively distinct from each 
other. Thus, these parts are capable of existing in separation without 
any relation to one another. But in addition to the various quantitative 
parts, or pieces, of a concrete thing, any material thing has more basic 
parts which cannot exist separately from one another.°° We begin here 
obviously to speak the language of a metaphysician. 

Now it is these fundamental parts which are essentially related to one 
another. For instance, the matter out of which a thing comes into being is 
an intrinsic part of the things in question. But this matter is always 
relative to some form, and the form in return is always related to the 
matter. Thus, each can exist only in relation to each other.*! Hence, once 
we discern such a similarity between the essential, relative parts of al] 
existing things, we have a basis for a genuine analogy of proportionality.” 
This relational complex is not incidental to the thing in question, for this 
complex is part of the fundamental structure of the thing itself. Further, 
this relation of form and matter, which all concrete things have in 
common, cannot be similar in each case without involving the entire 
concrete complex in an analogous similarity. Thus, the analogy is actually 
present in each of the analogates, and we have an instance of proper 
analogy of proportionality, and not of a metaphor. 

The most important foundation of this mode of analogy is the relation 
between the essence of a thing and the existence of that thing. Such a 
relationship may be thought of as fulfilling the three necessary require- 


PORNO LV ns 5. 

51 This does not hold, of course, in the case of God, Who is pure form — 
— actus purus — and not a material object. 

An excellent discussion of the relations of potency-act, existence-essence, 
matter-form is found in Frederick Copleston’s Aquinas, pp. 70-—106. This 
is a Penguin Book (A 340) (1955). Attention should also be drawn to Etienne 
Gilson’s The Christian Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas. 

52 Caietanus, De nominum analogia. VII, 79. 
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ments of an analogy of proportionality. First, it is a relation which is a 
necessary one to any thing, as essence is a capacity to be, and is thus 
relative to the existence of a thing. And the existence is related to the 
essence in that it is determined by the essence. Second, this is not an 
accidental relation distinct from its terms, but an essential relation fusing, 
as it were, with its terms. Essence is not the same as having a relation 
to existence, but it zs rather a relation to existence, indistinct from this 
relation. The relation, therefore, cannot be without involving the concrete 
terms as well. Third, and finally, such a relational complex cannot be 
accidental to the thing in which it inheres, for nothing can be more 
essential to a thing than its very essence and existence. Any similarity 
which can be discussed between different things based on this relation- 
ship of essence and existence will not be a metaphor, but a true and 
proper analogy of proportionality. And such a similarity is actually 
found in all existing things. For no matter how different particular 
things may be, nevertheless, as the essence of one is to its existence, so is 
the essence of any other to its existence. 

In the Cajetan tradition, one of the most important uses of proper 
analogy of proportionality is that it is said to provide the basis for some 
type of knowledge about God; this mode of analogy is the only kind 
of analogy which holds between creature and the Creator.®? The claim 
is made that only by a proper analogy of proportionality are we, as 
creatures, able to argue from the created world about us to God without 
falling into the fallacy of equivocation or anthropomorphism. For 
example, consider this following argument: 

Every pure perfection which is found in creatures is also found in the Creator, 

God 
Now wisdom is both found in humans, and is a pure perfection. 

Therefore, wisdom must also be found in the Creator, God.*4 

But if the word ‘wisdom’ in the minor premise is to be understood as 
meaning human wisdom, we are at once involved in the fallacy of equi- 
vocation, for the word ‘wisdom’ in the conclusion certainly does not 
mean human wisdom. And if we do take the word ‘wisdom’ to mean the 
same throughout, then we fall into the fallacy of anthropomorphism. 
For these fallacies to be avoided, the word ‘wisdom’ must be used in 
neither an equivocal nor univocal sense; 1.e., neither in only one way, 
nor in two completely distinct ways. The word ‘wisdom’ must be used 
in a manner which contains both the equivocal and univocal uses 
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proportionaliter. In other words, as man’s wisdom is related to his nature, 
so is God’s wisdom related to His nature. While man and God are com- 
pletely dissimilar, and the wisdom appropriate to each is also dissimilar ; 
nevertheless, the relation of the wisdom of man to his nature is said to be 
similar to the relation of the wisdom of God to His nature. Thus, by 
means of a proper analogy of proportionality the word ‘wisdom’ can 
be predicated both of the man and God without falling into either the 
fallacy of equivocation or anthropomorphism. 

Let us now turn to a few critical remarks concerning this mode of 
analogy. 

The Cajetan tradition asserts that there is no direct relation between 
creature and God. There is, and can be, only an indirect relational 
similarity; and, thus, the theory of proper analogy of proportionality 
is brought into the scene in order to explain this indirect similarity, and 
whatever knowledge we can be said to have of God. To say, however, 
that there is no direct relation between the created order and its Creator 
is to go against Aquinas himself. For in the order of being all creation 
is directly and immediately dependent on God as the continual creator 
and preserver of the existence of the created order.®® On the other hand, 
in the order of knowledge, what we know about God can never be com- 
pletely cut off from its origins in the experiences we have of the created 
world about us. In a parallel way, the predicates which we use of crea- 
tures and God are related in more than a loose, indirect way. This is so 
because in the created world any (pure) perfection of a creature is related 
to God, and in the order of knowledge any perfection predicated of God 
includes in its definition a reference to the creatures which have been 
experienced as possessing such a perfection. But to maintain, as the 
Cajetan tradition requires, that neither the analogates nor any of their 
constituent parts are directly related®® leads us to this curious dilemma 
in the case of an analogy of this mode between creatures and God. 
Either we know what the perfection, e. g., wisdom, means independently 
of all reference to the created world, or we use the predicate-word from 
neither a direct knowledge of God nor by any reference to the perfection 
in question as found in the created world. Fr. Copleston, S.J., is quite 
aware of this point when he says: 

It is difficult to see how this kind of analogy [proper proportionality] can 
be of any value at all in regard to our knowledge of God, unless the analogy 


55 For example, see St. Thomas’ comments in Contra Gentiles, 2, 11—13. 
Summa theologica, la, 45, 3. De Potentia, 3, 3. All of these references are to 
the Parma edition. 

56 Caietanus, De nominum analogia. IV, 33. 
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of intrinsic attribution is presupposed [i. e. unless it is in fact presupposed 
that there is some direct relation between the created order and God — 
but this is just what we are not to suppose, according to the Cajetan tradi- 
tion}. Cajetan had doubtless much of value to say on the wrong uses of 
analogy; but I venture to doubt whether his restriction of analogy, as applied 
to God and creatures, to analogy of proportionality represents the view 
of Thomas. And it is perhaps a little difficult to see how his position does 
not lead in the end to agnosticism.5? 


In connection with Cajetan’s presentation of analogy of proportiona- 
lity, Fr. Copleston also has the following remark to make: 


Apart from the obscurity of Cajetan’s account of analogy, it is clear, 
I think, that to lay down rules for the term in order to avoid the fallacy of 
equivocation is not the same thing as to show that we are objectively justified 
in using the term in this way. It is one thing to say, for example, that if we 
assert that there is some similarity between the relation of the divine wisdom 
to the divine being and the relation of man’s wisdom to his being we must 
not use the term ‘wisdom’ either univocally or equivocally; but it is another 
thing to show that we are entitled to speak at all of the divine wisdom. How 
could this possibly be shown if the only analogy which obtains between 
creatures and God is analogy of proportionality.®§ 


Of course, Fr. Copleston is making the point that Cajetan is confusing 
what might be called the rules of the use of various predicate-words as 
applied to creatures and God, and the real significance of such predica- 
tion. Fr. Klubertanz makes a similar point when he says: 


If Cajetan had explicitly stated that he was doing only a predicational 
analysis and if his followers had so understood him, he would have made 
a clear contribution. Because his interest in analogy was mainly logical, his 
exposition is important for studies of the validity of reasoning employing 
analogous terms. Moreover, certain objections now urged in favor of agnosti- 
cism rest on the false assumption that all terms are univocal. ... Against 
this assumption Cajetan’s analysis is entively valid and useful even for our 
contemporaries. When interpreted as remaining on the level of predicational 
analysis, the work of Cajetan is, then, a real contribution to the theory of 
analogy, and entirely faithful to St. Thomas. 

But Cajetan does not seem to realize the relation between his own and 
St. Thomas’ doctrine. Had he seen the multiple levels of the Thomistic 
approach, he would not have absorbed all the other analyses of St. Thomas 
into one category of proportionality. In order to make such a reduction we 


f 

5? Copleston, A History of Western Philosophy (Volume III). pp.339—340. 

It is also worthwhile to note the following remark of D. M. MacKinnon 
found on page 182 of New Essays in Philosophical Theology, edited by Flew 
and MacIntyre. ‘“Now I must be dogmatic here, and I may be attracting 
scholastic thunderbolts to my brow. But it seems to me attribution is fun- 
damental.’ [f the thunderbolts do come, MacKinnon will find that he has 
several scholastic lightening-rods to help him. 

S801 bd: 


202 FRANK R. HARRISON 


must suppose that, when St. Thomas spoke of an analogy between God and 
creatures, he meant the same thing as if he had said “‘an analogy between 
our predication about God and our predication about creatures.’’®? 

Let us now consider the third necessary requirement of an analogy of 
proportionality. It will be remembered that such an analogy must be 
based on a proper, or essential, similarity between intrinsic relations of 
the various analogates of the analogy. The most fundamental of these 
intrinsic relations was asserted to be that of essence-existence. My move 
will be to raise the question, not as to the “theoretical soundness’ of this 
requirement, but as to the utility we gain in speaking in the language of 
essence-existence. 

To say that such-and-such has an essence and has an existence of 
such-and-such with the various actions, qualities and the like that it 
does, is to say nothing more than such-and-such a thing has such-and- 
such actions, qualities and the like. To speak, then, in terms of essence- 
existence allows us to do no more predicting, describing or explaining 
in our actual language than we can do without any reference to these 
terms. But surely the analogy of proportionality, as set forth in the 
Cajetan tradition, purports to explain our use of some predicate-words, 
e.g., ‘wisdom,’ ‘love,’ and the like, when applied to God and His creatures. 
When we say, ‘God is good,’ the analogy of proportionality tells us that 
what we mean is, ‘The goodness of man is to his nature, or being, as the 
goodness of God is to His nature, or being.’ In order to say this there is 
needed the language of essence-existence. But at best all that has been 
said is that the creature stands in a relation to things which are appro- 
priate to him, as God stands in a relation to those attributes which are 
appropriate to Him, assuming we can meaningfully speak about what is 
appropriate to God. If we allow that there is an existing God, then this is 
certainly a safe, but trivial statement to make. And it can be made, 
notice, without an appeal to the language of essence-existence. 

Further, to say that everything that is, is such that its essence is 
related to its existence, and vice versa, is to say that everything that is, 
is what it is. This, it must be admitted, is a bit redundant. Surely, z 
something is, ¢hen it is what it is. We do not need to appeal to essence- 
existence language to realize this. The postulated theory of essence- 
existence entitles us to say nothing more in our ordinary language than 
we could without it about things either created or uncreated. 

Notice once again that what is brought into question is the applica- 
bility of the theory. I am setting forth some considerations why such 


59 Klubertanz, St. Thomas Aquinas on Analogy. pp. 122—123. 
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essence-existence language need not be used for us still to be able to use 
our language as we do now. But to question the applicability of the 
essence-existence language is to question the third necessary require- 
ment®° of the analogy of proportionality. And this is surely to bring into 


question the third mode of analogy propounded by Cajetan and his 
followers. 


Conclusion 


In this paper I have presented Thomas de Vio Cajetan’s theory of 
analogy. As pointed out by Fr. Copleston, “In his De nominum analogia 
Cajetan developed a view of analogy which has exercised a considerable 
influence among Thomists.’’*! In their introduction to the English trans- 
lation of De nominum analogia, Frs. Bushinski and Koren maintain: 
Cajetan’s treatise points out the self-consistency of St. Thomas and how such 
difficulties and apparent contradictions may be solved. In view of all this 
it is not surprising that his work was generally accepted as the faithful 
interpretation and development of the Thomistic theory of analogy by 
nearly all Thomistic philosophers. * 

We have seen that the general modus operandi of Cajetan may be 
called ‘“‘reductionalism.”” He attempts to reduce all particular uses of 
analogy to one of three distinct modes of analogy; vzz., analogy of in- 
equality, attribution or proportionality. The theory advanced, therefore, 
in De nominum analogia purports to be general and complete in the sense 
that any particular analogy can be described and explained by putting 
it into its correct category; 7. e., by putting it into one of the three modes 
of analogy. 

Criticizing Cajetan, I suggest that a theory may be shown to have no 
explanatory effect at those points where it claims an unwarranted 
general applicability, or where it has an internal structural flaw, 
or both. Connected with the claim to explain all particular anal- 
ogies, is the claim of generality. Thus, I bring into question the 
attempt of Cajetan to reduce all particular analogies to exactly one of 
three modes. In order to do this, I introduced examples of analogies which 
do not exclusively fit into any one of the three modes. But to question 
the claim of complete generality is to question the explanatory usefulness 
of the theory and its application to particular examples of analogies. 


60 See page 196 of this article. 

61 Copleston, A History of Western Philosophy (Volume III). p. 338. 

62 Cajetan, The Analogy of Names. Edward A. Bushinski and Henry J. 
Koren, translators. p. 7. 
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I did not, however, limit myself to the question of general usefulness 
of the theory. I also suggested that analogy of inequality and attribution 
require a theory of meaning which may be called the “‘identical minimal 
meaning” theory. Every word in order to be meaningful must name 
something which remains constant in every use of the word in question. 
Thus, ‘animal’ always refers to the same generic concept and can be 
predicated univocally of ‘cat’ and ‘human.’ But such a view cannot be 
maintained. Words, in general, do not name things, do not have identical, 
minimal meanings. They have various uses which may be said to com- 
prise a family.** Some uses in a family overlap. Some do not. But there 
is no one, single thread running throughout all the various uses of, say, 
‘animal,’ or ‘game.’ 

Turning to analogy of proportionality, I again questioned the useful- 
ness of the theory as having general explanatory import. Analogy of 
proportionality does not explain our talk, for example, about God. It 
does not aid us in understanding such phrases as ‘God is good,’ ‘God is 
wise,’ and the like. And, again to quote Fr. Copleston, “it is perhaps a 
little difficult to see how his [Cajetan] position does not lead in the end 
to agonisticism.’’&4 

Are there any dire consequences which follow from these suggestions 
I have presented? James F. Anderson maintains that all ordinary con- 
versation would be impossible if the doctrine of identical minimal meaning 
is disregarded.*® And surely the modes of analogy of inequality and 
attribution would fail. But Anderson’s position is somewhat rash. Even 
though we cannot maintain a doctrine of identical minimal meaning 
as described by Anderson and Cajetan, nevertheless, we can still 
meaningfully converse. We can still use words in our language in a variety 
of different ways and contexts. And, as far as our knowledge claims about 
God are concerned, we are at least no worse off than we were before the 
analogy of proportionality was introduced. We still make the same claims 
that we did, and still know just as much about them. To say that one 
theory is inadequate is not to assert that we have no knowledge of God, 
no meaningful assertions about Him. 


FRANK R. HARRISON, III 
University of Georgia 


63 Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, pp. 31—36, Sects. 65—77. 
64 Copleston, A History of Western Philosophy (Volume III). p. 340. 
85 Anderson, The Bond of Being. p. 26. 


TBE SARLY HISTORY OF SOPPOSITIO 


The origins of the doctrine of suppositio are ‘‘shrouded in darkness”’ 
(BML p. 27) and it has not hitherto been possible to trace the details of 
its development (KDL p. 246). In BML (p.27), however, the late 
Fr. Philotheus Boehner did conjecture that its roots might well stretch 
back to St.Anselm, but he added no further detail, the note accompanying 
this remark merely referring the reader to MSL, which contains no 
mention of St. Anselm. Hereunder, by selecting certain aspects of 
the Burleigh-Ockham debate on suppositio it is shown not only that the 
same issues were being debated by Anselm in the eleventh century, 
but also that they were being resolved by means of distinctions in ways 
of signifying, thereby confirming Fr. Boehner’s conjecture. The sigla 
used are detailed at the close of this paper. 


Aspects of the Burleigh-Ockham debate on suppositio. 


Ockhamist theses: — 

Oct Suppositio personalis is that which occurs when a term used 
significatively (as opposed to e. g. materially) in a proposition 
in some way stands for (supponit pro) its extra- or intra-mental 
significate(s) (O Ch. 64, 69). 

Oc2 Suppositio simplex is that which occurs when a term in a pro- 
position is not used significatively, but stands for an “‘intention”’ 
of the soul (O Ch. 64, 68). 

Oc 2.1 In ‘‘Homo est species’, “Animal est genus’’, the terms “homo” and 
“animal” stand for intentions of the soul, but do not signify their 
significates, since the latter are real things (verae res); these 
terms, as here used, hence have suppositio simplex (O Ch. 64,68). 


Oc3 The following are the various Senses of “‘to signify’ (O Ch. 33): 
.I Signification may amount to actual suppositio (personalis) ; 
e.g. “white” signifies Sortes, because “This is white’’ (Sortes 
being indicated) is true. 
.2 Signification may amount to past, future, or possible swp- 
positio (personalis) ; e. g. “white” signifies not only that which 
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is now white, but also that which, though not now white, 
can be white, was white, or will be white. 


.3 That whence (a quo) the word is imposed may be said to be 
signified by the word, as when “white’’ is said to signify 
whiteness; however, “‘white’’ cannot be said to stand for 
(non suppomt) whiteness. 


.4 In a general sense any sign which in some fashion or another 
functions in any type of discourse (including a proposition) 
may be said to signify. 

Theses from Burleigh: — 


Bur  Swuppositio personalis is that which occurs when a term in a pro- 
position stands for the suppositum or supposita of which the 
term happens to be predicated (de quo accidentaliter praedicatur) 
and these are not to be identified with its significates (B Tr. I, 
Pars 1 Ch Ey: 


Buz Suppositio simplex is that which occurs when a term in a pro- 
position stands for that which it signifies (B loc. cit. Ch. III). 


Bu 2.1 In “Homo est species’ the term “‘homo’’ has suppositio simplex 
(B loc. eit-). 


Bu3 “White” signifies an accident (1. e. whiteness) or it signifies a 
composite of a subject and an accident (aggregatum ex subiecto 
et accidente) (B loc. cit.). 


Bu 3.1 A composite of a subject and an accident is not a substance 
(B loc. cit.). 


(In both sets of theses cited above, the definitions of the types of sup- 
positio and signification are characterised only in a brief preliminary way 
by accepting the statements of the authors at their face-values, and 
without any critical attempt to ensure that the definitions cover all the 
uses made by the author of the terminology in question. No account will 
be taken of the further subdivisions of suppositio simplex and suppositio 
personalis provided by Ockham and Burleigh). 


Points on which Ockham and Burleigh agree: — 


APT In “Homo est species’, “homo” has simple supposition (Oc 2. 1, 
Bw2er). 
Az When supfositio personalis occurs, the suppositing terms stands 


for individuals or supposita (Ockham’s verae res) (Oc 1, Oc 2.1, 
Bu 1). 
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Points on which Ockham and Burleigh disagree: 


Dt A term having suppositio simplex stands for: 
(i) that which it signifies (i.e. is used significatively) (Bu 2); 
(ii) that which it does not signify (i.e. is not used significatively) 
(Oc 2). 
D2 A term having suppositio personalis: 
(i) does not stand for that which it signifies (Bu 1); 
(ii) stands for that which it signifies (Oc 1). 


(As an example of D 2 (i) Burleigh gives the case of the true proposition 
“Omne album est substantia” in which “album” has suppositio personalis 
(both would agree on this: see A 2), but in view of Bu 3 and Bu 3. 1 he 
cannot agree that the individuals for which it stands are the significates 
of “‘album’’). 


D 3 (i) Burleigh: Oc x places the signification of words at the mercy of 
changes in states of affairs, as when the white Sortes becomes 
black, or when all that was white becomes black, or when my 
still finger becomes a moving finger; in these circumstances, 
given the alignment of signification and suppositio personalis 
implied by Oc1, the words “white” and “‘still’” change their 
meanings because of changes in objects (B Tr. I, Pars I, Ch. III). 


(ii) Ockham: The objection just-stated only holds if “‘signification”’ 
is used in the sense shown in Oc 3.1, and is avoided if sense 
Oc 3. 2 is understood (O Ch. 33). 


In short, it is clear from the foregoing that the disagreements 
between the two authors arise from the diverse senses of “‘signify’’ 
and “‘signification”’ which they are using. Generally speaking, Ockham 
tends to equate meaning and standing for (suppositio), while Burleigh, 
although recognising that there are diversities of suppositio which can 
usefully be investigated, has in mind a sense of “‘s¢gnificatio”’ which is not 
a form of standing for. Unfortunately he does not explain his sense of 
“sientficatio,’ but it is fairly obvious from the case of “‘album’’ quoted 
after D2 above, that for him “‘album’’ signifies albedo; the sense of 
“signifies” in Oc 3. 3 is clearly a sop handed out to satisfy this contention, 
and it would appear from Ockham’s view of suppositio personalis (Oc 1) 
that he is not prepared to take the Oc 3. 3 sense seriously; at any rate 
“signify’’ in Oc 1 is not used in the Oc 3. 3 sense. 

The confrontation between a “‘standing for’ sense of “signify”? (which 
tends to be Ockham’s) and Burleigh’s sense of “signify’’ which is not to be 
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equated with “standing for’’ is exactly the one which occurs in a work 
composed about two hundred and fifty years earlier, well before the 
overt use of the suppositio terminology. Since the earlier confronta- 
tion is resolved by distinctions in types of signification, it constitutes 
part of the earlier history of the development of the full suppositro 
doctrine, and helps to remove some of the mystery surrounding that 
early history. In fact the “standing for’ sense of “‘signify’’ is the 
one initially adhered to by the Student in St. Anselm’s dialogue De 
grammatico, whereas the opposing sense is maintained by the Magzster 
in the same dialogue. Thus (bearing in mind that “albus” and “‘gramma- 
ticus’’ are both instances of accident-signifying words) Burleigh’s ad- 
mission of ““Omne album est substantia’ as true (mentioned above) is the 
exact counterpart of the Student’s ““(Omnis) grammaticus est substantia’ 
(DG Ch. 1) which he derives from the premisses “Omnis grammaticus 
(est) homo” and “Omnis homo (est) substantia.” But whereas Burleigh 
avoids the paradox of an accident’s being a substance (or an accident- 
name’s signifying a substance) by distinguishing between standing for 
and signifying (But, D 2 (i)) the Student, like Ockham, tends to assimi- 
late the two, and so uses his conclusion in order to support the contention 
that grammaticus is substance (or that “‘grammaticus’’ signifies substance) 
— a contention which runs counter to Bu 3 and Bu 3. 1. Contrariwise, 
in anticipation of Burleigh’s distinction which has just been mentioned, 
and in support of a position which parallels that of the consequences 
of Bu 3 and Bu 3.1, the Magister, having defined appellativum nomen as 
nomen quo res ipsa usu loquendi appellatur, propounds the following theses: 


Mat “Grammaticus” signifies precisively (per se) grammatica (i. e. an 
accident) but is not appellative thereof (DG Ch. XII). 


Maz2 “Grammaticus” is appellative of homo (i.e. a substance) but is 
not significative (per se) thereof (DG Ch. XII). 


Ma3  Precisive signification involves the essential meaning of a word, 
oblique (per aliud) signification the accidental (DG Ch. XV, 
XVIII). 


Ma4 Appellation (appellatio) is a species of oblique (per aliud) 
signification (DG Ch. XV, cf. HDG). 


Hence we can now note the following coincidences : — 


Cor  Anselm’s appellatio is the correlate of Burleigh’s suppositio 
personalis (cf. But, D2 (i), Mat, Ma2). 
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Coz  Anselm’s precisive signification (significatio per se) is the cor- 
relate of Burleigh’s signification (significatio, without qualifi- 
cation) (cf. Bu 1, Bu 3, D2 (i), Mai, Ma2). 


Co3 <Aname’s signifying and standing for that of which it is accident- 
ally predicated are distinguished by Mai, Ma2, and Ma3 in 
the same fashion as is effected by Bu 1, as against Oc 1. 


Co4 Matz coincides with the first disjunct of Bu 3. (Its coincidence 
with Oc 3. 3 arises only from Ockham’s here admitting a sense 
of “signify’’ added expressly to cover this sort of case — a sense 
which does not square with Oc 3. and Oc 3. 2). 


Co 4 of course requires that it should be recalled that “grammaticus’ 
is being used in DG as an example of a quality-word, and in that respect 
is of the same sort as Burleigh’s ‘‘album’’. It is evident from DG Ch. XIX 
that Anselm was in fact undecided in relation to the verdict of Bu 3. 1: 
this at least shows that the topic of the latter was already being dis- 
cussed in Anselm’s time. From Ma1, Ma 2 and Co 1, Co 2, it follows that 
Anselm would take Burleigh’s part as regards D2. The Ockhamist 
position of D 2 (ii) is rebutted in DG Ch. X by calling attention to the 
fact that even though it is granted that ““grammaticus’’ signifies (precisi- 
vely) grammatica, one doesn’t usually employ the former to refer to the 
latter: st hac fiducia loquens in populo dicam “Utilis scientia est gramma- 
ticus,”” aut, “‘Bene scit homo iste grammaticum,” non solum stomachabuntur 
grammatict, sed et ridebunt rustict. Ockham would doubtless reply that 
Matz can be granted in the sense of “‘signifies’”’ provided for in Oc 3. 3, 
but that this sense is not in question as far as D 2 (ii) is concerned. 

Given the agreements in principle between Burleigh and the theses of 
the Magister which have been outlined, it is natural that the coincidences 
should further multiply. Thus D 3 figures in DG Ch. XIII: neither an 
illiterate man nor literacy are asserted to be literate, says the Student, 
hence “‘literate’’ must have ‘‘man”’ as part of its meaning; this contention 
presupposes that signification amounts to standing for, in the style of 
Oc 3.1 and Oc 1. But as the Magister goes on to point out, some non- 
human rational being may turn out to be capable of literacy, and if we 
are to fix the meaning of “‘literate’’ by means of its reference, what then 
of ‘‘white’’, which happens to have no constant reference ? The Student 
accepts the point here made by the Magister, and does not attempt the 
evasive move of D 3 (ii), which in any case scarcely solves the problem 
of someone who adopts the attitude towards meaning evinced in Oc 3. 1; 
a thing can change its potentialities as well as its actual qualities. 


14 Franciscan Studies 1963 
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So far an opposition of the Burleigh-Ockham type on the topic of 
suppositio personalis has been shown to pre-exist in DG. What then of 
suppositio simplex (Oc 2, Bu 2, D 1)? Both of the authors just-mentioned 
have ‘“‘Homo est species’ as a common problem-sentence, and both agree 
that “homo” has suppositio simplex therein (A 1). In brief (since aspects 
of this question have already been covered in HAN) a corresponding 
problem-sentence in DG is ““Grammaticus est qualitas’’. Further relevant 
theses from the Magister are: 


Mas5 Grammaticus est qualitas (DG Ch. XVII) 


Mao “Grammaticus’’ signifies (per se) a quality (DG Ch. XVII; cf. 
Ma5, Mat) 


Maz Grammaticus est sciens grammaticam (DG Ch. XIV) 
Ma8&~ Grammaticus est grammatica (DG Ch. XII, XVI, XVIII; cf. Ma 5) 
Mag _ Album est habens albedinem (DG Ch. XX; cf. Ma 7) 


Mato Maq is not to be interpreted in this context as “Aliquid album 
est aliquid habens albedinem” (DG Ch. XX, XX]I). 


The central point to be noted is that the Magister, like Burleigh, does not 
resolve his problem-sentences in the Ockhamist way, i. e., by reference to 
“Intentions of the soul” (Oc 2, 1). Instead, he draws attention to the 
complexity of the semantical categories involved in Ma 5, and the scan- 
dalous Ma 8 is one way in which he does so; Ma Ito gives at least the 
negative indication that in this context the “‘est” of Ma5, Ma7, and 
Ma gq is not a functor which takes two names or name-like expressions 
as arguments (cf. HAN). The thesis-hood of Ma 8 seems to presuppose 
something very much like Burleigh’s suppositio simplex; at any rate, 
the application of Burleigh’s notion of suppositio simplex (Bu 2) to the 
terms of Ma5 (given Mat, Co 2, and recalling that grammatica is a 
quality) would yield Ma8, whereas Ockham’s version of suppositio 
simplex (Oc 2) would not do so. Certainly the disagreement on suppositio 
simplex recorded above (D I) is a reproduction of the disagreement bet- 
ween the Magister and student in DG to the extent that in Ma5 and 
Ma 8 “‘grammaticus”’ must be said to “‘stand for” that which, according 
to Mat it signifies (per se) i.e. the position of D1 (i), whereas the 
Student objects time and time again that this will not do since human 
beings are the significates of “grammaticus” (DG Ch. I, XI, XIII, XVI) — 
a position which could easily have D 1 (ii) as a consequence in respect 
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of Ma5 and Ma§8, since “grammaticus” in the latter is an obvious 
candidate for a suppositio simplex interpretation, and as such, in the 
primary Ockhamist sense of “‘signify” (Oc 3. 1) cannot be said to be used 
significatively. Ma 8 is an exemplification of a thesis which is supposed, 
in the Middle Ages, to be characteristic of ‘‘realists’” in the matter of 
universals — a thesis which Ockham is hence at great pains to elucidate 
in an anti-realist fashion in O Ch.5 to g inclusive (De concretis et ab- 
stractis). Later in the century Wyclif was to take up the cause on behalf 
of the realists on the basis of sentences such as Ma 8. Whether Anselm 
was himself a realist is discussed in HAR. 

The existence of a common set of problems, common contrasting 
attitudes, and common modes of solution having thus been demonstrated, 
two further questions may well be asked. (i) Are there in DG any signs 
of connection with the actual vocabulary of the later swpposztio doctrine ? 
(ii) Is there any evidence that DG continued to be a persistent influence 
in the development of that doctrine? As regards (i), the verb “‘supponere”’ 
does actually figure once in DG in connection with a variant of the 
problem which Burleigh attempts to solve by means of Bu 3. 1 and the 
second disjunct of Bu 3; unless Bu 3.1 is agreed, then an adjective 
such as “‘white” might appear to signify in some sense both substance 
(subtectum) and accident, i. e. this adjective would relate to diverse cate- 
gories. The Magister declares in this connection: Unam... voce plura 
significantem non ut unum, non video quid prohibeat pluribus aliquando 
suppont praedicamentis, ut st “albus” dicitur qualitas et habere (DG 
Ch. XIX). Now we might well here have a special technical use of 
“supponere’ applied at exactly the point where questions as to sorts 
of signification arise, namely, in the course of the employment of cate- 
gorical words such as “‘substance,” “‘quality,”” and so forth; at such a 
point one would then say that such words (loosely referred to as “prae- 
dicamenta’’) stood for adjectival words or for the things which the latter 
signify; this last alternative is indicated by the immediately preceding 
sentence of the text: Rem quidem unam eandemque non puto sub diversis 
aptart posse praedicamentis, licet in quibusdam dubitart possit (DG Ch. 
XIX). But of course “supponere” might also be a mere stylistic alterna- 
tive, vaguely coyveying the notion of some sort of subsumption. More 
promising might appear to be the link provided by Anselm’s use of 
appellatio (cf. Matz above). This term has a logical use in the works of 
William of Shyreswood, Peter of Spain, Walter Burleigh, Wyclif, and 
others; it was used to connote the present applicability of a term, and is 
said to relate to predicate terms. The first of these features suggests 
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a certain link with DG, where, as we have seen, a name is said to be 
appellative when it is used in ordinary speech to call something (DG 
Ch. XII), but as “appellatio” is also found in Priscian, it may well be that 
the latter is a common source for Anselm’s and for the later logicians’ 
use of the term. As regards question (ii): here there 7s some evidence of 
persisting acquaintance, and hence of the possibility of persisting in- 
fluence. Anselm is, of course, often quoted by Ockham, who takes over 
en bloc the former’s account of ‘“‘nzhil,”’ and tries to extend it to all empty 
names. Again, Anselm may be one of the “‘sanctz’’ whom Ockham has 
in mind when he speaks, in Ch. 5 to Ch. 9 of O, about those who persist 
in maintaining sentences like Ma 8; it is in this context too, that Ock- 
ham repeats the reminder contained in DG that sentences such as Ma 8 
are not to be found in the current course of utterance (usus loquendt). 
A few decades after the appearance of Ockham’s work a bowdlerized 
re-hash of some of the central points of DG occurs in a work attributed 
to Wyclif (W pp. 161—165), who is a later contributor to the Ockham- 
Burleigh controversy. Significantly enough, this re-hash is largely con- 
cerned with the inter-predication of abstract and concrete terms which 
Anselm brings into prominence in DG by means of sentences such as 
Ma 8 above, and which have just been mentioned as a cause of special 
concern to Ockham. 
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THREE SERMONS ON THE DOCTOR EVANGELICUS 
BY JOHN DE LA ROCHELLE 


Introduction 


The present edition of the three sermons on the Doctor Evangelicus, 
St. Anthony of Padua, by his contemporary, John de la Rochelle, has 
its origins with the comparatively recent elevation of St. Anthony to this 
title.1 The primary interest of these three sermons of John de la Rochelle 
is that they anticipate this future Papal pronouncement. John de la 
Rochelle (f 1245), a contemporary, and perhaps even a member of the 
audience of St. Anthony, applies the title of Doctor to the saint of Padua: 
Doctor ergo Antomus fulget in templo triumphantis Ecclesiae. C. Balic, 
F. Antonelli, and others have cogently illustrated the historical relevance 
of the title, Doctor Evangelicus, applied to this, the first Doctor of the 
Order of Friars Minor. Our intention here is to emphasize the application 
of the title, Doctor, to St. Anthony by one of the first two Franciscan 
magistrt of the University of Paris. 

Throughout each of the sermons John de la Rochelle assigns to 
St. Anthony three prerogatives, those of confessor, doctor and martyr, 
e.g.: Super firmamentum similitudo sedentis, hoc est praedicatoris sive 
beatissimi confessoris Antonit.4 Doctor ergo Antonius fulget in templo 


1 We may cite the following, Raphael M. Huber, O.F.M. Conv., St. An- 
thony of Padua, Doctor of the Church Universal, Milwaukee (Bruce), 1948; 
also a series of lectures presented Nov. 11, 1946 at Catholic University of 
America, Washington, D.C., and published under the title St. Anthony of 
Padua, Doctor of the Church Universal, Souvenir of the Commemorative Cere- 
monies; S. Antonio, Dottove della Chiesa, Citta del Vaticano, 1947; Lehrer 
des Evangeliums, Ausgewdhlte Texte aus den Predigten des hl. Antonius von 
Padua, by Sophronius Clasen, O.F.M., Werl, Westf., 1954; Antonio di 
Padova, in the Enciclopedia Cattolica, vol. I, article of Ricardo Pratesi, O.F.M. 
In these publications we may find sufficient reference to the pertinent biblio- 
graphy. / 

2 Infra p. 224\ 

3 Cf. F. Antonelli, O.F.M., ‘“‘L’Elemento lturgico nel Dottorato di 
Sant’Antonio” in S. Antonio, Dottove della Chiesa, op. cit., 249 ff., and C. 
Balié, O.F.M., S. Antonio ‘Dottore Evangelico’ e gli alivt dottovi della Scolastica 
Francescana, ibid., p. 3 ff. Cf. also B. Kleinschmidt, O.F.M., De S. Antonio 
Patavino ab artificibus qua docto vepraesentato, in Antonianum, t. VI, 1931, 
pp. 253 ff., and L. Oliger, O.F.M., De fatis officit liturgici S. Antonit Pata- 
vini auctore Iuliano Spirensi, ibid., pp. 263 ff. 

4 Infra p. 228 
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triumphantis Ecclesiae.’ Martyr Antonius, etsi gladius persecutoris defuit, 
tamen palmam martyrii non amisit.6 Yet the prerogative of martyr does 
not apply to St. Anthony in the same sense as that of doctor.? Indeed 
John wishes to show that doctor is as real a prerogative of St. Anthony 
as is confessor. This is evident in the development of the notions of doctor, 
magister, doctrina, and magisteriwm in each of the three sermons. In the 
first sermon for example: Post commendationem vitae est commendatio 
doctrina . . .8 Quae quattuor in doctrina et praedicatione et eloquentia Beati 
Antonit praedicantis et docentis concurrebant ...° In templo triumphantis 
Ecclesiae lucis habet praerogativam, et praerogativa lucis aureola est prae- 
dicatoris propter lucem doctrinae ...1° In the second sermon the same 
preoccupation appears: Iste ergo angelus habuit irim in capite, id est 
gratiam praedicationis et doctrinae in mente. Beatus Antonius est arcus 
caelestis propter doctrinam praedicationis. Nota triplicem fulgorem quo 
vefulgit Beatus Antonius. Primo vitae... Postea doctrinae.. 1% And 
finally in the third sermon: Perfectus fuit in scientia, unde et Arca Testa- 
menti dicitur a Domino Papa. . 1% Nam cum esset 1doneus ad docendum 
idoneus tamen de ipso legitur ... Ex hoc fuit idoneus ad docendum.4 

The remainder of the third sermon consists in a discussion of the 
excellencies of the life of Christ which constitute the background for His 
excellence as a preacher. John de la Rochelle finds these several ex- 
cellencies reproduced or reflected in St. Anthony, and because of these 
he can say of St. Anthony, perfectus et 1doneus est ad erudiendum.® The 
third sermon then continues with a discussion of the perfections of 
teaching and doctrine present in the preaching of Christ.1* Now just as the 
magisterium of Christ was confirmed by three miracles,!” so too the 
magisteritum of St. Anthony, which reflected the magisterium of his 
Master, found its approval in three miracles.1® Thus St. Anthony was 
suitable for teaching, because he was perfect in life and in doctrine as 
his Master.}® 

John de la Rochelle, however, does not locate the magisterium of 
St. Anthony in any actual attendance at a university and subsequent 


5 Infra p. 224. 8 Ibid. 

7 John de la Rochelle is writing manifestly after the canonizazion of the 
Saint as a confessor; his intent is to present the Saint as a martyr by desire, 
but a doctor in fact, as apparent from his preoccupation throughout the 
sermons with doctrine, and his defense — as it appears by contrast — of 
scientific study, and specifically of the study of philosophy (Infra pp. 227-228). 

OIG ATED, PP. inivapa222. 10 Infra p. 224. 

UTA ep 22 Oo: 12 Infra p. 229. Rlnirawpacsek 
14 Infra pp. 232-233. Lo niVa P23. LoRiaiy apes seit: 
LT Inivap. 236. LOUIE Pe237. OTE: Ws BGI 
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lectorate, as is John’s own case.”° St. Anthony’s competence in knowledge 
and doctrine emerges rather from his devotional life and his meditations 
on the Sacred Scriptures. The exercise of his doctorate consists then in an 
impletio Scripturarum,”' an impletio operis.22 John contrasts this impletio 
operis with an tmpletio which one might style academic: habebat in manu 
eius libellum apertum ... libellus in manu, non in arca, vel in sinu vel in 
disco, sed in manu, scilicet in impletione operis.?? Furthermore, his libellus 
was not a ibrum, because since he had the prerogative of knowledge, his 
memory served as a codex.*4 Thus not only did St. Anthony exercise his 
doctorate in an impletio operis rather than in academic teaching, he 
also acquired his competence in the Scriptures, not in any formal atten- 
dance at lectures, but rather by his meditations. Thus illumined by 
divine grace, St. Anthony understood in a singular manner the obscurities 
of the Scriptures without a teacher.?® 

Although John de la Rochelle emphasizes the marvellous grace of 
knowledge of divine things imparted to St. Anthony, for example, 
he speaks of an infusio gratiae praedicationis in Beato Antonio,® never- 
theless his knowledge arises from firsthand acquaintance and use of the 
Scriptures.?” Now if we bear in mind the relationship of sacred eloquence 
to the professional or technical notion of magister of St. Anthony’s time, 
it is understandable why John applied to St. Anthony the terms magzister 
and doctor. Yet he does not apply these terms in a purely metaphorical 
sense, but rather in a very real sense. For John de la Rochelle, St. An- 
thony is not only a maximus praedicator,*® but also a litteratus,?® whose 
preaching manifested a fullness of doctrine, and whose special competence 
arose from a continuing study and use of the Sacred Scriptures. Thus 
John says: qui doctor est oportet quod legat Sacram Scripturam ac doceat.®° 
This St. Anthony fulfilled in his preaching and teaching,*! borrowing 
from the sun of Sacred Scripture the words which he would teach.** 
Thus he manifested both a knowledge and a fulfillment of the Scriptures, 
which acquired for him from Pope Gregory IX the title: Avca Testa- 
menti.33 A celestial arc because of the doctrine of his sermons,*4 St. An- 
thony achieved the perfection of preaching, as was evident in the brilli- 


BONVE rate speaking here of the usual university terms followed by a 
baccalareus biblicus, baccalaveus sententiarum, and possible subsequent 
regency, magister regens, which the tenor of the sermons of John de la 
Rochelle quite definitely excludes from the cursus vitae of St. Anthony. 


21 Infva p. 225. 22° (07d: 23° [bid. 

24° Tbtd. 2 [nfra p. 221. 26 Infra p. 226. 
27 Injva Pp. 223. *NIniVa Dp. 220) 29 Infra p. 226. 
80 Infra p. 231. 31 Infra p. 232. 32 Infra p. 222. 


33 Infra p. 232. 34 Infra p. 228. 


216 KILIAN F. LYNCH, O.F.M. 


ance of the sanctity of his life, the brilliance of his doctrine, and in the 
brilliance of the miracles attendant upon his life of preaching.*® 


Beyond alluding to the general solidness of his doctrine and to the 
universal acclaim of his preaching, John de laRochelle does not specify 
nor allude to the nature or the content of St. Anthony’s sermons. We 
believe, however, that a study of the sermons of the Doctor Evangelicus, 
from the point of view of the accepted modes of the interpretation of 
Sacred Scripture in the first half of the thirteenth century, would reveal 
the reasons for the admiration of John de la Rochelle. 

Although it is possible that John attended the sermons of St. Antho- 
ny,** most of the material he uses in his sermons on the Doctor Evangelicus 
comes from what is generally styled the Legenda Secunda or Anonyma.* 
Here are some examples. 


Sermo III, 


num cum esset ad docen- 
dum idoneus, tamen de 
ipso legitur quod in ab- 
luendis coquinae uten- 
silibus magis quam exer- 
cendis Scripturae scien- 
tiae exercitior habeba- 
tur. 


Legenda Secunda 
quippe qui exercitatior 
habebatur in abluendis 
coquinae utensilibus, 
caeterisque huiusmodi 
vilitatis officiis, quam 
in exercendis divinorum 
eloquiorum mysteriis. 


Acta Sanct. die 13 
Iunii cap. II, p. 707. 


Legenda Prima 


peritiorem eum fratres 
in abluenda suppelectili 
coquinae noverant, 
quam in exponendis 
mysteriis Scripturae. 


de Kerval, p. 40, n. 9 


From a comparison of the texts it becomes apparent that the source 
of Sermo III is the Legenda Secunda. Again, though not so securely, 


Ibid. 

de ipso legitur quod 
memoria pro codice ute- 
batur. .- 


Legenda Secunda 


ut memoria pro codici- 
bus uteretur... 
Ibid. 


Legenda Prima 


ut memoria pro libris 
uteretur... 
Ibid. 


the ‘codicibus’ of the Legenda secunda appears to be the source, and not 
the libris of the Legenda Prima, although one Paris manuscript of the 
Legenda Prima uses codicibus. Many phrases and sentences occur which 
reappear ad litteram in the same Legenda Secunda, for example: 


35 Infra p. 229. 

36 Infra p. 226. 

37 Acta Sanctorum, Antwerp., 1698, die 13 Iunii, (Vita auctore anonymo: 
Legenda Secunda); cf. Leon de Kerval, Sancti Antonii de Padua vitae duae 


quarum altera hucusque inedita (Paris, 1904), Collection d’ Etudes et de Docu- 
ments, t. V, Legenda Prima. 
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Sermo III 


Unde de ipso cantatur 
‘tuncta zelo, veritas, 
modestia,’ etc., et sic 
fuit idoneus ad arguen- 
dum. 


Sermo III 


loquens magnis et par- 
vulis iaculo aeque veri- 


Legenda Secunda 
alteram vero, quae est 
doctrina, zelo iuncta 
caritas, veritas, mode- 
stia comprobant. 
Acta sanct. die 13 
Iunii c. II, p. 7—7. 


Legenda Secunda 
quod sive magnis loque- 
batur sive parvulis, 
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tatis feriebat aeque cunctos veritatis 


iaculo feriebat. 
Acta sanct. loc. cit. 

There is no need to further illustrate John’s employment of the 
Legenda Secunda as a source for his sermons. The footnotes to the 
edition will show that John’s phrase, im principio Legendae, refers to the 
Legenda Secunda. Incidentally we may observe that John appears to 
know only of a Legend, not numberically Legends, and thus does not use 
the text of the Legenda Prima. 

Of course the bibliographical material alleged by John de la Rochelle 
about St. Anthony from the Legenda Secunda has only that historical 
certitude which the excerpts possess in the original. Yet we may note 
that St. Anthony died June 13, 1231; that he was canonized by Pope 
Gregory IX, May 30, 1232. Further, John himself may have known 
St. Anthony, or at least heard him preach.?* Also the sermons of John 
de la Rochelle were delivered certainly no later than 1242, 1243, and 1244, 
though possibly earlier. Now the Legenda Secunda, according to many, 
dates from about 1233—1235, and itself depends quite literally on the 
Legenda Prima written about 1232—1233. In view of these considerations 
it is clear that we are dealing with a biographical literature and bio- 
graphical items about a renowned personage of his time, all of which 
embrace a relatively short span of thirteen years, from St. Anthony’s 
death till the death of John himself. Taken in their relation to each other, 
these facts would seem to support*® the historical character of the items 
adduced by John de la Rochelle in his Sermons. 

( 


\ 

38 Here we do not wish to enter any discussion as to where John de la 
Rochelle may have attended the preaching of St. Anthony, whether in 
France or Italy, or when this might have occurred. We may, however, call 
attention to the fact that John delivered his sermons, perhaps to the friars, 
between 1242 and 1244, the dies natalis of the saint occurring June 13, and 
John de la Rochelle dying Feb. 8, 1245. 

89 The word support is used since possibly a coloring of the truth may 
possibly exist in some one or other instance. 
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Six manuscripts have been used in the formation of the text, vzz. 
Paris Bibl. Nat. Lat. 15939, Paris Bibl. Nat. Lat. 13583, Paris Bibl. Nat. 
Lat. 15940, Paris Bibl. Nat. Lat. 16477, Troyes Bibl. Mun. 816 (T), and 
Paris Arsenal Lat. 547 (A). Because of their close similarity, except for 
insignificant variants, the four Paris manuscripts are considered as one, 
represented by the sigila P. T terminates mutilated in the middle of 
Sermon III, f. 200v, where it continues by a mistake of the scribe with 
the latter part of a sermon on the Apostles Sts. Peter and Paul.*® Indeed 
P and T offer substantially the same text. A, however, offers a distinctly 
varying text, which indicates that it is a different edition of the sermons 
— the few variants we have adduced from A sufficiently indicate this. 
We have not collated the variants of A generally, since we believe it to 
be a remade text, sometimes exhibiting inane errors; for example, 
instead of the phrase: quia memoria pro codice utebatur, it writes: quia 
memoria procedit utebatur ;** or omitting important parts of the text; 
for example, instead of writing: affectum divini amorts in illos qui erant in 
statu et amaritudine poenitentiae praesentis. Pedem vero sinistrum super 
terram incutiendo timorem in illis qui evant in amore terrenitatis. Unde non 
audivimus ..., 
it writes: 
affectum divini amoris in tllos qui evant in amore mundanorum et in con- 
cupiscentia terrenorum. Unde non audivimus in diebus nostris . . .4? 

At times, however, it interestingly expands the text; for example, instead 
of the phrase: 

ut cum esset litteratus laicus crederetur, 

it writes: 

cum esset litteratissimus inter illiteratos se velut idiotam et illiteratum 
exhibuat per longum tempus in ordine, ita ut illiteratus a fratribus teneretur.48 

In conclusion, we should observe how two moments separated in 
history by more than seven centuries are united in a very real sense, 
when the phrase Doctor... Antonius, spoken by John de la Rochelle 
shortly before 1245, found corroboration in the decree of Pope Pius XII, 
who on Jan. 16, 1946, declared: 
praesentium litterarum tenore, certa scientia et matura deliberatione Nostris 
deque Apostolicae potestatis plenitudine, Sanctum Antonium Patavinum, 
Confessorem, Ecclesiae Universalis Doctorem constituimus, declaramus.44 


40 Infra p. 233. Bene autem humilibus dicitur: Tends here, and continues: 

qui ulteriort parte sermonis super apostolos Petrum et Paulum prosecutus est. 
41 Infra p. 225. S-EINIVa PuzZo. 43 Infra p. 226. 
44 AAS, XXXVIII, 1946, Exulta Lusitania felix, p. 204. 
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DE BEATO ANTONIO}? 


Quasi stella matutina in medio nebulae, et quasi luna plena in diebus suis 
[lucet], et quasi sol refulgens, sic iste refulsit in templo Det. Eccli 50, 6. 

Ad laudem et gloriam Beati Antonii, praedicatoris Fratrum Minorum, 
potest assumi verbum istud, in quo tria allusioria ab omnibus corporibus 
supercaelestibus eliguntur, signantia? in Beato Antonio divini luminis 
praerogativam, scilicet stella matutina — quae est jubar sicut dicit 
Isidorus,* quia effundit quasi jubar splendorem — luna, et sol, ad signi- 
ficandum vitam, doctrinam, et gloriam. Vitae splendor est in stella 
matutina; doctrinae claritas in luna; gloriae fulgor in sole monstratur. 

Primo igitur laudatur vita cum dicitur, quasi stella matutina etc. 
Nebula dissolubilis, obscura, humida, et frigida, agoniam temptationis, 
meditationem lectionis, devotionem orationis, perfectionem humilitatis 
insinuat. Est enim nebula temptationis. Et sicut in termino noctis nebulae 
adgenerari solent aera turbulentum* reddentes, et similiter in termino 
diei, sic in initio conversionis, cum terminatur nox culpae et inchoatur 
dies iustitiae, temptationes animum turbulentum reddentes oriuntur. 
Et sicut nebula a radiis solis cito dissolvitur, Sap. 2, 3: vita nostra sicut 
nebula dissolvetur, quae a radus solis fugata, ita temptatio illustrantibus 
radiis divinae consolationis, Eccli. 43,15: aperti sunt thesauri, et elevatae 
sunt nebulae sicut aves. Thesauri sunt divinae consolationes, quibus 
apertis, temptationes, quae in modum avium volitant, et in montibus 
cogitationum et desideriorum accedunt® et recedunt. 

Est enim nebula lectionis Sacrae Scripturae, quae quidem obscura 
est et de longe visionem prohibet; prope enim accedere oportet, qui vult 
in nebula Scripturarum attendere amore, desiderio, affectu, Ex. 24, 18: 
ingressus Moyses medium nebulae, ascendit in montem. Mons eminentia 
divinae contemplationis, nebula Scriptura obscura, intermedium modera- 
tio Scripturae, quia nec declinatur per dexteram praesumptionis con- 
sideratione misericordiae, vel desperationis consideratione iustitiae, sed 
inter utrumque procedens temperamentum, misericordiam iustam 
ostendit et iustitiam misericordem, ut blandiens praesumptionem non 


inducat adulando, nec terrens desperationem comminando. 
SS \ 

1 9m. T; De Beato Antonio Praedicatore Fratrum Minorum Idus Iunii A. 

Oils Me 

3 Ftymol. III, PL 82 180: Lucifer dicitur eo quod inter omnia sidera plus 
lucem ferat; est autem unus ex planetis. Hic proprie et jubar dicitur, eo quod 
jubas lucis effundat, sed et splendor solis et lunae, ac stellarum, jubar voca- 
tur, quod in modum jubae radii ipsorum extendantur. 

4 sic mss. 

> absceduni A. 
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Item est nebula orationis, quae quidem ex humidis affectionum 
exhalationibus generatur, Am. 4,13: formans montes et creans ventum, 
annuntians homini eloquium suum, faciens matutinam nebulam, et gradiens 
super excelsa terrae: Dominus exercituum nomen eius. Montes contem- 
plativae animae elevatae a terra super terram; formantur montes in 
oratione, et creantur venti in suspiriis et gemitibus; annuntiatur eloquium 
in meditatione; graditur Deus super excelsa desideriorum in ipsa con- 
templatione. 

Item est nebula humilitatis, Nah.1,3: Dominus in tempestate et 
turbine viae eius, et nebulae pulvis* pedum eius. Pedes eius, quibus ven- 
turus est ad iudicium, sunt eius iudicium; pulvis vero pedum timor 
iudiciorum, quia affecta timore anima pulverem se reputat, Gen. 18, 27: 
loquar ad Dominum meum cum sim pulvis et cinis. Nebulae, affectiones 
humilitatis infrigidatae per considerationem iudiciorum, nebulae pulvis 
pedum sunt, quia humilitatis affectiones timoratae sunt, quae omnia 
contingunt ex consideratione adventus Domini ad iudicium, qui descri- 
bitur cum dicitur: Dominus in tempestate et turbine viae eius. In tempestate 
commotio superiorum; im turbine commotio inferiorum; quae erunt 
veniente Domino ad iudicium. 

His ergo distinctis dicamus de Beato Antonio: quasi stella matutina 
in medio nebulae etc. Stella in nebula latet. Et Beatus Antonius, cum 
amicabili claritate gratiae et intelligentiae resplendens, diu latuit in 
nebula humilitatis, ita quod praedicator maximus idiota a superioribus 
crederetur.’ 

Nota quod stellae matutinae quattuor sunt nomina iluxta quattuor 
proprietates. Dicitur enim Venus, Lucifer, stella matutina, Hesperus. 
Venus dicitur, non secundum fabulas poetarum, sed secundum veritatem 
astrologiae, quia degentes sub suo climate amantes facit; in quo accipe 
virtutem caritatis.* Lucifer dicitur antonomastice eo quod lucem ferat 
post solem et lunam ultra luminaria caeli; unde iubar dicitur propter 
iubar splendoris ab Isidoro;® in quo accipitur praerogativa claritas in- 
telligentiae. Stella matutina dicitur, quia praecurrit lucem; propter quod 
intelligitur instantia orationis quae, ut stella matutina, praecurrit diem, 
Ps. [5,5]: mane astabo tibi, et videbo etc.;1° Iob 38, 7: cum me laudarent 

6 pulveris T. 

? Legenda Secunda, p.707: Quippe qui exercitatior habebatur in abluen- 
dis coquinae utensilibus, ceterisque huiusmodi vilitatis officiis, quam in 
exponendis divinorum eloquiorum mysteriis; cf. Legenda Prima, p. 40, n. 8. 

§ claritatis T. 

‘cf. supra Nl. 3. 


10 et media nocte surgebam ad confitendum nomini tuo Domine. Item 
ibidem memor fui nocte nomini tuo, Domine, etc. add. A. 
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astra matutina, et iubtlarent omnes filii Dei; super wbi eras, dicitur 
Iob [38, 4] in persona pigrorum qui subtrahunt se a matutinis et a lau- 
bus. Hesperus dicitur eo quod praecurrit noctem; per quod intelligitur 
contemptus sui, qui praecurrere habet noctem humilitatis. Sicut etiam 
dicitur dies vanitas qua homo appetit videri, unde Jer. 17, 16: diem 
hominis non desideravt, tu scis etc., sic dicitur nox humilitas qua homo 
appetit non videri. 

Accipe ergo a stella matutina quattuor praerogativas virtutum in 
Beato Antonio: Nam Venus, per amorem quo fervebat ad martyrium;" 
unde et habitantes cum eo fratres, quasi habitantes sub suo climate, 
amantes faciebat.1 Lucifer, propter claritatem divinae intelligentiae, 
quia divina illuminatus gratia, sine doctore obscuritates Scripturarum 
intelligebat singulariter.1% Stella matutina, propter orationis instantiam 
et orandi tempus, quia ex consuetudine mane in conspectu Domini 
vigilabat.14 Hesperus, propter sui contemptum, quo inter fratres sub 
indocti facie se abscondebat.1® Dicamus ergo sic ad magnificentiam laudis 
elus, quasi stella matutina etc., referendo singula singulis, ut Venus, 
in nebula temptationis seu tribulationis; Lucifer, in nebula lectionis; 
stella matutina, in nebula devotionis; Hesperus, in medio nebulae humili- 
tatis. Haec igitur ad commendationem vitae pertinent. 

Sequitur: et quasi luna plena in diebus suis lucet etc. — Post com- 
mendationem vitae est commendatio doctrinae; rectus est ordo talis. 
Primo absconsus in medio nebulae, deinde manifestatur tempore congruo 
in luce doctrinae; unde dicitur: guasz luna plena etc. In luna plena tria 
attende, plenitudinem habentia: plenam figuram, plenam virtutem, 
plenam lucem; per quae in Beati Antonii doctrina tria intellige:16 


11 pro nomine Domini sustenendum add. A; Legenda Secunda, pp. 6—7: 
Fervens igitur ut dictum est ad martyrium dum adversus Christum rex 
terrae desaeviit, nullatenus ab hoc propositio requiescere potuit. 

12 As far as we can discover, the Legenda does not treat of this. 

13 Tegenda Secunda, p. 705: Propellebat autem eum iam Spiritus quodam 
futurorum praesagio ad divinarum studia litterarum, in quibus jugiter 
meditando, non solum qualiter in agro alieno vitia exstirpando, virtutes 
inferet, semetipsum primitus sollicite excolendo, cognovit, verum etiam 
qualiter fidei normam adstrueret, ac confutaret, errores, firmissimis Patrum 
sententiis se muniyit. Sicque factum est, illo aspirante, qui intervallo tempo- 
ris in docendo non indiget, ut non multo post vir Dei sapientiae Spiritu 
plenus esset. 

14 Tegenda Secunda, p. 706: Cf. ... ad eremum Montis Sancti Pauli 
transmisit ... ibi nocturnis vigiliis solus in oratione perstitit. 

15 Legenda Secunda, p. 706: Sic igitur vir Dei Antonius, cum dono sapien- 
tiae plenus esset, multo tempore simplicem inter simplices vitam duxit, sic 
arrogantiae fastum humili corde declinans, sub indocti facie tantum divinae 
gratiae lumen abscondit. 

16 sunt intelligenda A. 


222 KILIAN F. LYNCH, O.F.M. 


exemplum, eloquentiam, compassionem, omnia plena et perfecta sicut 
luna. 

Primum quidem figurae plenitudo est in luna plena, hoc est circularis 
sive sphaerica; et in hoc accipitur perfectionis exemplum; unde Ez. I, 21, 
exemplum in rotis designatur cum dicitur: spiritus vitae erat in rots, 
hoc est in perfectis praedicatorum exemplis. Plenitudo vero sive perfectio 
figurae sphaericae per aequalitatem partium probatur; omnes enim 
partes circumferentiae aequaliter a medio distant, id est a centro. 
Similiter!” perfectio exempli probatur per aequalitatem morum, cum 
ita est quod aequaliter se habent ad medium virtutis. Sunt enim homines 
volentes [rotarum]!§ exemplo, quasi circumferentia, centrum. iustitiae 
circumdare, sed ad sphaericam rotunditatem non perveniunt, quia in- 
aequaliter a medio accedunt?® et recedunt, ut a iustitia nimis recedentes 
remissionem vel negligentiam incurrunt, et ad iustitiam nimis accedentes 
in crudelitatem incidunt. Similiter circa medium temperantiae contingit, 
recedentes nimis in carnalitatem defluere, accedentes nimis in indiscre- 
tionem, qua homo naturae subtrahit unde sustentetur ad servitium Dei. 
Similiter circa medium disciplinae, nimis recedentes dissolutionem in- 
currunt, nimis accedentes fictionem sive simulationem. Sic ergo morum 
figura est sphaerica et rotunda, per omnia aequaliter circumducta circa 
medium virtutis. Et hoc est quod ostendit in Beato Antonio, plenae lunae 
figura. 

Secundo, in luna attende luminis plenitudinem, quod pertinet ad 
eloquentiae perfectionem. Lumen autem lunae quattuor habet proprie- 
tates. Lumen lunae mutuatur a sole, luna enim lumen a sole?® recipit 
quod diffundit. Item est proportionale oculis debilibus; inde?! est quod 
quaedam animantia, quae non possunt sustinere solis lumen, de die 
latent,?* sed in lumine lunae de nocte, quod est proportionale oculis 
debilibus, victum quaerunt. Item in directione ambulantium de nocte. 
Item in solatium vigilantium de nocte.?* Quae quattuor in doctrina et 
praedicatione et eloquentia Beati Antonii praedicantis et docentis con- 
currebant. 

Mutuatur lumen a sole, id est a Sacra Scriptura verba quae diceret ;?4 
sol enim Scriptura est, lumen verba Scripturae, Prov. 6, 23: mandatum 

Lie olyealr, 

18 morum mss. 

19 abscedunt P. 

20 Juna enim lumen a sole om. T. 

AeA AN he 

22 Jatitant A. 


23 item in solatium vigilantium de nocte om. T. 
#2 Goceretmians 
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lucerna, et lex lux etc. Quod est contra illos qui trufas et fabulas in sua 
praedicatione commiscent. Item proportionale est oculis, ut praedicatio 
congrueret auditorum intelligentiis, contra quorumdam curiositatem 
qui student in praedicatione plus?® proferre subtilia quam utilia. Non sic 
Beatus Antonius, non sic Paulus, I Cor. 14, 19: im ecclesia volo quinque 
verba sensu meo loqut, ut alios instruam, quam decem millia verborum etc. 
Item dirigit ambulantes in tenebris vitiorum, et hoc contra quosdam 
qui semper vel bonis vel religiosis praedicare volunt, qui sunt in die 
gratiae, non peccatoribus qui sunt derelicti in tenebris culpae. Sed tu, 
Beate Antoni, ad divinam scientiam salutis praecurrebas plebi Domini 
in remissionem peccatorum, non sicut quidam qui non praedicant nisi 
clericis illuminatae mentis. Sed ille®® illuminabat his qui in tenebris 
sedebant etc. [Matth. 4, 16]. Item solatium vigilantium de nocte, id est 
iustorum qui bonis operibus vigilantes in nocte tribulationis vel tempta- 
tionis erant, II Cor. 1, 3: Benedictus Deus et Pater Domini nostri Iesu 
Christi, Pater misericordiarum, et Deus totius consolationis, qui consolatur 
nos in omni tribulatione nostra, ut possimus et psi consolari eos qui in 
omni pressura sunt, per praedicationem etc. 

Accipe ergo in Beato Antonio luminis eloquentiae condiciones, ut 
sit mutuatum a sole et a Scripturis propter haereticos, proportionale 
propter simplices, directivum propter peccatores, et consolatorium 
propter iustos in tribulatione existentes. 

Tertio, in luna plena plenitudinem virtutis attendo, quae maxime 
in augmento aquarum et medullarum apparet. Luna enim existente plena 
augentur aquae et medullae; in quo monstratur virtus compassionis 
in Beato Antonio praedicante. Medulla fletus interior; aqua fletus 
exterior; existente luna plena, id est praedicatoris affectu. In virtute 
autem compassionis augmentantur valde humorosae affectiones in 
modum medullarum intus, in modum aquarum foris. Habes ergo tres 
perfectiones condicionis doctrinae in Beato Antonio, quasi luna perfecta: 
figuram plenam, id est exemplum operum; lucem plenam eloquentiae 
oris; virtutem plenam, ad augendum humorem lacrimarum compassionis 
cordis. Sic igitur guast luna plena in diebus surs lucet. 

Sequitur: e quast sol refulgens, sic iste effulget etc.; in quo magni- 
ficentia gloriae mbnstratur. Templum militans ecclesia, templum Dei 
triumphans. In utroque templo refulget ut sol; fulgor solis et lumen habet 
et calorem excellentem. Sic Beatus Antonius in templo militantis ecclesiae 
fulget miraculis ad confutendos infideles, calet beneficiis ad corroboran- 


Cospyatorsy 10 
26 Beatus Antonius add. A. 
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dos fideles; unde competit ei quod dicitur?’ Eccli. 43, 4: sol... radios 
igneos exsufflans, intuitu suo excaecat oculos; exsufflat igneos radios 
beneficiorum quibus excaecat oculos?® haereticorum. 

In templo triumphantis ecclesiae lucis habet praerogativam, et prae- 
rogativa lucis aureola est praedicatoris propter lucem doctrinae, Dan. 12, 
3: gut docti fuerint, fulgebunt sicut splendor firmamenti etc. Et prae- 
rogativa caloris aureola martyrii propter ardorem caritatis, Ez. 1, 13: 
aspectus animalium quasi carbonum ignis ardentium, et quast aspectus 
lampadarum. Doctor ergo Antonius fulget in templo trumpantis ecclesiae ; 
martyr Antonius, etsi gladius persecutoris defuerit, tamen palmam 
martyrii non amisit, qui audito martyrio Fratrum Minorum apud 
Marrochium ipsorum?? habitum suscepit, ut passionis et etiam confessio- 
nis eorumdem®® socius efficeretur. Sic ergo quasi sol refulget in templo Det. 
Pro nobis ergo miseris intercedat amantissimus*! ad Dominum etc.*? 
Amen. 


DE EODEM!?! 


Quast arcus refulgens inter nebulas gloriae, et quasi flos rosarum in diebus 
vernis, et quasi lilia quae sunt in transitu aquae, et quast thus redolens in dte- 
bus aestatis, et quasi ignis effulgens, et quasi thus ardens in igne. Eccli. 50, 8. 

Quamvis verbum istud principaliter intelligatur de laude Salva- 
toris, tamen convenientissime sumitur ad laudem confessoris Beati 
Antonii. Ponuntur autem in verbo isto sex comparationes; quarum tres 
primae sunt praesentis [gratiae],? tres vero sequentes ad commendatio- 
nem gloriae sequentis. Primae tres ad laudem meriti, tres sequentes ad 
laudem praemii. Primae tres ad commendationem vitae et doctrinae, 
tres sequentes ad bonitatem remuneratoris.® 

Prima ergo comparatione ostenditur doctrina quando dicitur: quast 
arcus refulgens etc. Arcus enim refulgens accipitur pro doctrina prae- 


27 Ad corroborandos . . . dicitur] ad confusionem infidelium haereticorum 
et omnium perversarum sectam sectantium. Unde multum competit ei 
Antonio lectio A. 

28 perversorum et infidelium add. A. 

29 Fratrum et religionis add. A. 

80 Fratrum add. A. 

31 Antonius add. A. 

32 Deum nostrum ut virorum malorum multitudinem benignus indulgeat 
et per suam plissimam misericordiam misereatur nostri qui est benedictus 
in saecula saeculorum. Amen. add. A. 

Lom. T. 
2 gloriae mss. 
3 tres sequentes ... remuneratoris om. PT. 
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dicationis. Unde in Afoc. 10, 1—3, dicitur de angelo forti descendenti 
de caelo, amicto nube, et quasi iris esset in capite eius, et facies eius ut sol, 
et pedes eius tamquam columnae ignis, et tenebat unum pedem super 
mare et alium super terram, et habebat libellum apertum in manu, et 
clamavit voce magna, quemadmodum leo cum rugit. Et quod convenient- 
tissime convenit Beato Antonio, qui propter gratiam praedicationis 
dicitur angelus; praedicatores enim sunt angeli eo quod divinam volun- 
tatem annuntiant. Unde et in Afoc. 8, 6, dicitur quod septem angelis 
datae sunt septem tubae quibus canerent successive; et significant prae- 
dicatores sibi invicem succedentes, sicut dicunt sancti. 

Commendatur ergo multipliciter Antonius in verbo isto: primo, a 
fortitudine in adversitate, cum dicitur: vidi angelum Dei fortem, et in 
aggrediendis arduis prae magnanimitate qua voluit subire martyrium.* 
Secundo, in mundana abundantia et properitate terrenorum,® unde 
dicitur: descendentem de caelo. Tertio, a devotione, unde subditur: amic- 
tum nube. Sicut enim nubes resolvitur in pluvias, sic sancta anima per 
devotionem in lacrimas. Quarto, a gratia praedicationis, unde dicitur: 
iris in capite evus. Quinto, a splendore et illuminatione intellectus ad 
notitiam divinorum, unde: facies evus erat ut sol. Sexto, a fervore amoris® 
et affectus, unde: pedes evus sicut columnae ignis. Sicut enim facies interio- 
ris hominis est intellectus, ita pedes affectus et desiderium. Septimo, a 
praerogativa notitiae et impletionis Scripturarum, unde dicitur: ef 
habebat in manu evus libellum apertum. Dicitur libellus apertus et libellus 
in manu; libellus apertus quantum ad notitiam, libellus in manu, non 
in arca, vel in sinu vel in disco,’ sed in manu, scilicet in impletione operis; 
et libellum non librum, quia ex hoc praerogativa scientiae, quia memoria 
pro codice® utebatur.® Unde a Papa arca testamenti dicebatur.!° Non est 
exaltatum cor eius, neque elati sunt oculi evus [Ps. 130, 1]. Octavo, ab 
aequitate dispensationis verbi, unde dicitur:" posmit dextrum pedem 


4 et passionem martyrii add. A. 
5in...terrenorum] ab humilitate et prosperitate T P. 
8 et intellectus add. A. 
7 vel etiam in loco abscondito add. A. 
8 pro codice] procedit A. 
® Legenda Secunda, p. 707: Plane, cum tantam desuper gratiam acce- 
pisset, ut memoria pro codicibus uteretur. i 
10 Legenda Sesunda, p. 708: Quam profunda vero de sanctis eloqulis 
eructaret, summus ipse Romanus Sedis Pontifex testabatur, a quo vir sanctus 
Arca Testamenti peculiari quodam nomine vocabatur. Cf. also Bulla Ponti- 
ficia Gregorii IX, ed. Wadding, Annales, t. II, p. 321; and Acta SS., p. 724, 
entitled: Cum dicat Dominus, in which it is said: ... et experti aliquando 
per nos ipsos sanctitatem vitae et admirabilem conversationem ipsius; utpote 
qui apud nos fuit aliquando laudabiliter conversatus. 
11 in praedicando et docendo add. A. 
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super mare, sinistrum super terram. Dexter pes animae affectus amoris 
est, sinister affectus timoris. Ad mare pertinet status eorum qui sunt 
in amaritudine poenitentiae praesentis; ad terram pertinet status illorum 
qui sunt in terrenitate sive concupiscentia terrenorum.! Positio pedis 
dextri est afficere ad amorem, positio sinistri ad timorem. Sic ergo 
Beatus Antonius, quemadmodum et Christus, posuit dextrum pedem 
super mare, consolando et imprimendo affectum divini amoris in illos qui 
erant in statu et amaritudine poenitentiae praesentis; pedem vero 
sinistrum super terram, incutiendo timorem in illos qui erant in amore 
terrenitatis.13 Unde non audivimus in diebus nostris tam dulcem con- 
solatorem pauperum nec tam asperum increpatorem divitum.'* Item 
nono, commendatur a fervore zeli, unde dicitur: clamavit voce magna 
quasi leo. Clamor aliquando est in corde; unde et Moysi tacenti dicitur: 
Quid clamas ad me? [Ex.14, 15]. Sed clamare voce est corde et ore; 
clamare vero voce magna est corde et ore et opere.1® Simplex enim clamor 
est in fervore zeli, et propter hoc dicitur: clamavit, et additur: voce, quia 
fervori verum verbum adiunxit; et iterum superadditur: magna, quia 
sermoni exemplum sanctae conversationis addidit, et etiam cum! tanta 
constantia verbum Dei proponebat et obiurgabat vitia, guemadmodum 
leo cum rugit. Iste ergo angelus habuit irim in capite, id est gratiam 
praedicationis et doctrinae in mente; ad commendationem ergo doctrinae 
dicitur: quasi arcus refulgens etc. 

Nota ergo circa arcum, generationem, colorem. Generatio arcus 
caelestis est ex reflectione radii solis in nube concava, lucida et aquosa; 
unde ex luciditate in nube resultat color igneus; ex aquositate resultat 
color aqueus; ex concavitate fit repercussio ipsius radii et in modum 
sphaerae. Unde resultat arcuata figura. Sic igitur est iridis generatio. 
Et secundum hunc modum est infusio gratiae praedicationis in Beato 
Antonio. Ut nubes enim concava, fuit beata ipsius anima per humilita- 
tem, quae tanta fuit, ut cum esset litteratus, laicus crederetur;!” ut 


12 mundanorum A. 

13in statu... terrenitatis} om. et add. in amore mundanorum et in 
concupiscentia terrenorum A. 

14 Neither of the Legenda says that St. Anthony resided in France. Yet 
the tenor of the present sermons seems to suggest that John de la Rochelle 
actually heard St. Anthony. 

16 Cum dicat Dominus, ed. Wadding, p. 321, and Acta SS., p. 724: 
. . . faciens illos coruscare miraculis qui fidem catholicam tam corde quam ore, 
nec non et opere roborarunt. 

apie, Ab 

 litteratus laicus crederetur] litteratissimus inter illiteratos se velut 
idiotam et illiteratum exhibuit per longum tempus in ordine, ita ut illiteratus 
a fratribus teneretur A; cf. supra p. 220, n. 7. 
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nubes lucida, fuit per puritatem conscientiae, expulsis omnibus tenebris 
peccatorum; ut nubes aquosa, per devotionem et gratiam lacrimarum. 
Talis enim anima conveniens fuit ad susceptionem radii veritatis aeternae. 
Et inde resultat gratia praedicationis ad modum arcus caelestis, quem- 
admodum tangitur Ez. 1, 1—28, postquam descripsit animalia quat- 
tuor et supereminens firmamentum, et sedem et sedentem, cuius aspectus 
a lumbis usque ad sursum quasi species ignis intus et in circuitu, velut 
arcus cum fuerit in nube in die pluviae etc. 

Firmamentum Sacra Scriptura, Ps. 18, 2: opera manuum eius an- 
nuntiat firmamentum. Quattuor animalia figurant comprehensiones 
prophetiae quae conferunt multum ad studium Sacrae Scripturae; unde 
dicitur ipsum firmamentum imminere super capita animalium. Quattwor 
autem facies ibi ostenduntur, facies hominis, et leonis, et bovis, et aquilae 
desuper. Facies leonis comprehensionem figurat mathematicae, quae 
propter certitudinem demonstrationis, in modum leonis nullam habet 
formidinem deceptionis vel erroris. Habet enim fixam scientiam, non 
opinionem, quae est acceptio unius partis cum formidine alterius partis; 
unde in modum leonis, fortissimi bestiarum, ad nullius pavebit occursum. 
Facies vero hominis comprehensionem philosophiae moralis, quae mores 
et actus humanos ordinat et informat, et ad quam pertinet notitia iuris 
canonici et civilis. Facies vero bovis comprehensionem naturalis, quia 
est animal deputatum terrae culturae, quae inter omnia elementa magis 
habet de materialitate. Sic comprehensio naturalis investigationis 
materiam excolit generationis et rerum naturalium. Hinc est quod 
prohibetur in lege: non arabis in bove et asino [Deut. 22, 10]. Asininum 
ingenium imperfectum in suis scientiis trivialibus sermocinalibus, gram- 
matica, rhetorica, logica; in bove: comprehensio naturalis; arare, id est 
investigare; prohibetur: copulatio asini ad bovem,'® hoc est rudis ingenii 
ad scientiam naturalem; rudis est, quia inde possit provenire error. Sic 
ergo tres facies inferiores triplicis philosophiae comprehensiones: mathe- 
maticae quae est in necessariis; moralis quae in probabilibus; naturalis 
autem in utrisque procedit. 

Per aquilae faciem desuper philosophia rationalis, quae in modum 
aquilae usum ingenii reddit acutum, et ceteras dirigit et rectificat ; ceterae 
autem sunt reales\Super autem ista animalia eminet firmamentum, quia 
super?® has praecellit theologiae studium. Unde, fratres carissimi, non est 
arguendum?® aliarum, scientiarum studium, dummodo fiat bona inten- 
tione; immo multum timendum est ne illud accidat quod figuratur 


18 ad arandum add. A. 19 om. AT. 20 om. T. 
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I Reg. 13, 19: porro faber ferrarius non erat in Israel. Cavebant enim 
Philisthaei ne forte Hebraet facerent gladiuwm aut lanceam. Fabri ferrarii 
sunt doctores philosophiae, qui inflexibiles et indomabiles dubitationes 
extendunt, et in modum gladiorum ingenia faciunt, et quasi lanceis 
splendentibus rationibus de longe feriunt. Cautela ergo daemonum est 
dissipare studium philosophiae,?! quia nollent quod Christiani haberent 
acutum, ingenium. 

Super firmamentum similitudo sedentis, hoc est praedicatoris sive 
beatissimi confessoris Antonii, cuius aspectus a lumbis usque ad sursum 
ad modum ignis splendentis, quia pars superior ardet ut carbo, pars 
inferior splendet ut flamma; superior: vita, quae in modum carbonis 
summe fervet ad amorem, ita quod nullum inquinamentum in se recipiat, 
secundum, quod dicit Salvator: ignem vent mittere in terram, Luc. 12, 49; 
intus vero et in circuitu, ut hypocrisis excludatur. Inferior: doctrina, 
quae in modum flammae splendet, e¢ velut arcus cum fuerit in nube in die 
pluviae; in quo ostenditur infusio gratiae praedicationis devotae et 
purae et humilis animae. Sic ergo habes generationem. 

Secundo, nota colorationem arcus. In arcu enim principaliter resplen- 
dent duo colores: caeruleus, qui est color blandus et mulcebris; igneus, 
qui est color terribilis et horribilis. Sic est duplex forma praedicationis 
Beati Antonii. Blanda in admonitionem virtutum; aspera et horribilis 
in obiurgationem vitiorum sive peccatorum. Item mulcebris in promis- 
sione praemiorum; terribilis in comminatione poenarum; vel blanda in 
praedicatione divinae gratiae vel misericordiae; aspera in praedicatione”* 
iustitiae. Unde propter hoc Afoc. 4, 3, describitur iris in circuitu sedis. 
Sedes autem intelligitur iudicium, secundum quod dicitur Matth. 25, 31: 
Cum venerit®® Filius hominis etc., et post: in sede matestatis etc. Iris vero 
doctrina praedicationis est, quae circuit divinum iudicium, quo fit 
retributio praemiorum bonis et poena reprobis.24 Et hoc monstrat ipsa 
forma praedicationis. 

Gemina in modum biformis coloris iridis sive arcus caelestis. Sic 
igitur apparet quod Beatus Antonius est arcus caelestis propter doctri- 
nam, praedicationis, quae designatur in generatione et coloratione arcus. 
Unde et competit laudi eius quod dicitur Eccl. 43, 12: vide arcum, et 
benedic qui fecit tllum.®® Tangitur generatio quae pertinet ad dispensa- 


21 avtium A. 

22 comminatione A. 

25 Vent, Ih. 

4 reprobis] et dolorum malis A. 

*5 Valde speciosus est in splendore suo. Ex hoc quod dicit benedic qui 
fecit illum tangitur generatio add. A. 
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tionem sive formam debitam praedicationi; sic igitur laudi doctrinae 
eius competit quod dicitur: quasi arcus refulgens etc. 

Nota triplicem fulgorem quo refulsit Beatus Antonius. Primo, vitae, 
Matth. 5, 16: luceant opera vestra coram hominibus etc. Postea, doctrinae, 
Phil. 2,15: inter quos lucetis sicut luminaria in mundo, verbum vitae 
continentes. Tertio, fulsit fulgore miraculorum, de quo® in Ps. [76, 19]: 
iluxerunt coruscationes tuae orbi terrae.2” Primus fulgor est sanctitatis; 
secundus innocentiae et veritatis; tertius potentiae et virtutis. Primus 
resplendet ex radio divinae bonitatis; secundus ex radio sapientiae; 
tertius ex irradiatione divinae potentiae; quod ostensum est in triplici 
miraculo fulgoris quod legimus de Beato Antonio. Legimus enim quod 
radio fulgoris natuas periclitantes duxit ad portum;28 radio miraculi 
quo conservavit vas vitreum inconfractum proiectum ad pavimentum, 
ad fidem reduxit haereticum;** radiis luminis caelestis circumfulgens, 
fugavit diabolum volentem strangulare ipsum.®® Sic ergo quasi arcus 
refulgens inter nebulas gloriae, et quasi flos rosarum etc. 

Sequitur commendatio vitae per flores rosarum et liliorum. Vitae 
autem humanae duplex est status, prosperitatis et adversitatis. In statu 
adversitatis debet florere rosa*! patientiae; in statu prosperitatis debet 
florere lilium castitatis vel innocentiae. Ut igitur ostendatur vita lauda- 
bilis quantum ad omnem statum, dicitur: quasi flos rosarum in dtebus 
vernis, propter patientiam in adversitate; dies enim verni dicuntur dies 
adversitatis sive praesentis tribulationis, ilud enim tempus purgationis. 
Unde et pro tempore verno dicitur sponsae, Cant. 2,12: flores apparu- 
erunt in terra, tempus putationis advent. Praeterea verno tempore prae- 
cipitur immolatio fieri agni paschalis, qui est typus patientiae Christi 
et suorum, Deut. 16, 1: observa mensem .. . vermi temporis, ut facias Phase 
Domino Deo tuo. Et quasi lilia quae sunt in transitu aquae (Eccl. 50, 8}, 


26 de quo] unde David ait A. 

27 It is of interest to note the relationship of the present text with the 
Bull of Gregory IX, Cum dicat Dominus; ed. Wadding, p. 321, and Acta SS., 
p- 724: ... diebus nostris ad confirmationem catholicae fidei, et ad confusio- 
nem haereticae pravitatis, evidenter innovat signa, et mirabilia portenter 
immutat; faciens illos coruscare miraculis, qui fidem catholicam tam corde 
quam ore, nec non et opere roborarunt. Acta SS., p. 724: Nos autem cupientes 
sepulchrum tanti confessoris qui miraculorum fulgoribus illustrat Ecclesiam 
generalem, congrwis honoribus frequentari.. . " 

28 Cf. Legenda Secunda, p. 722: Et ecce de navi ipsa Jux egressa resplen- 
duit. Cf. also Legenda prima, p. 109, N. 43. 

29 Cf. Legenda Secunda, p. 721; also Legenda Prima, pp. 105—106, n. 40. 

30 Cf. Legenda Secunda, p. 712: Totamque ubi jacet cellulam superni 
luminis illustratam claritate conspexit; quod utique ferre non sustinens ini- 
micus abscessit; cf. also Legenda Prima, p. 46, n. 12. 

31 status A. 
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propter munditiam et innocentiam in prosperitate; tempora enim pro- 
speritatis comparantur aquae transeunti; unde Jos. 3, 16: aquae inferio- 
ves... descenderunt in mare mortuum, quousque omnino deficerent; 
Sap. 5,9: transierunt omnia velut umbra. Isti autem flores habentur in 
Ecclt. 39, 17, ubi dicitur: quast rosae plantatae tuxta rivos aquarum 
fructificate, quantum ad statum prosperitatis. 

Ipse enim Antonius fuit rosa propter patientiam, et ei competit 
quod dicitur Eccli. 24,18: quasi plantatio rosae in Iericho (quod inter- 
pretatur etiam defectus) ;** et convenit optime religioni Fratrum Mino- 
rum in Beato Antonio; vel rosae propter fervorem patientiae quae movet 
ipsum ad ordinem, dum audiret quinque fratres martyrizatos apud 
Marrochium a paganis; propter quam causam elegit consortium vitae, 
ut possit pervenire ad consortium martyrii et gloriae.** Item propter 
candorem munditiae et innocentiae floruit Beatus Antonius in prosperi- 
tate ut lilium; unde convenit ei quod dicitur sponsae, Cant. 2, 2: sicut 
lium inter spinas etc. Spinae pungentes sanctam animam sunt pro- 
speritates et deliciae temporales, inter quas maxima virtus est servare 
innocentiam seu cordis munditiam. Sic igitur tres primae operationes 
pertinent ad statum sive commendationem*™ gratiae praesentis; tres 
sequentes ad annum alium reservamus.*® 


DE EODEM? 


Perfectus autem omnis erit, si sit sicut magister erus. Luc. 6, 40. 


Magister Beati Antoni fuit Beatus Franciscus; unde quamvis huius- 
modi magisterium dicatur de Christo, potest nihilominus dici de Beato 
Francisco. Ipse Beatus Antonius perfectus fuit sicut magister eius; 
sed etst sint dit multi et domini multi, I Cor. 8, 5, unus tamen est magister, 


32 s7c mss. 

33 Legenda secunda p. 705: ‘... totusque ad fidei fervorem surripitur; 
Christique iniuriam et martyrum necem miranda in se compassione retor- 
quens, nihil se prorsus imputat agere, nisi et ipse tyrannicae ferocitati oc- 
currens, eandem pro Christo cum praefatis martyribus palmam obtineat. 
Felix iste quem formidine mortis gladius persecutoris non enervat, sed in 
melius ut patebit perfectae caritatis ardor immutat; igitur aestuanti animo 
quid facto opus sit, excogitans, habitum ordinis taliter pro Christo defunc- 
torum assumere, vitamque seque deliberat; ut vel sic efficacius ad optatum 
fidei agonem pertingere valeat; cf. also Legenda Prima, pp. 29—30, D. 5. 

24 operationem P. 

35 Rogemus igitur Beatum Antonium, ut ipse pro nobis intercedat ad 
Dominum Salvatorem, ut misereatur per suam misericordiam nostri. Et ad 
vitam perducat aeternam. Qui est benedictus in saecula. Amen. add. A. 


1om. T. 
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Christus, Matth. 23, 8. Perfectus fuit Beatus Antonius sicut magister eius 
Christus. Perfectio autem magisterii consistit in vita et doctrina, in 
quibus perfectus fuit Christus, Luc. 24, 19: qui fuit vir propheta, potens in 
opere et sermone coram Deo et omni populo. 

Quantum autem ad vitam Christi octo condiciones ex evangelio 
colliguntur, ex quibus ostenditur perfectio vitae Christi. Similiter autem 
et octo condiciones quantum ad doctrinam, ex quibus colligitur perfectio 
doctrinae Christi, quae omnia exiguntur ad perfectionem cuiuslibet 
magistri. Et in his inventus est perfectus Beatus Antonius sicut magister 
eius. 

Quantum ad vitam exiguntur octo condiciones; nam qui doctor est, 
oportet quod legat Sacram Scripturam ac doceat, quia sicut dicit Apostol- 
lus, II Tim. 3, 16: utilis est ad quattuor, cum sit divinitus inspirata, 
scilicet ad docendum, ad arguendum, ad corripendum, ad erudiendum. 
Debet enim virtutes annuntiare et docere, arguere vitia, corripere? de 
commissis, erudire de praemiis et suppliciis. Oportet ergo ut sit sciens 
et humilis ad docendum virtutes; innocens [annosus]® ad arguendum 
vitia; iustus irreprehensibilis ad corripiendum de commissis; continens 
et pauper ad erudiendum de praemiis et suppliciis. Et sic perfectus erit 
quantum ad vitam; et hoc in Christo facillime est reperire. 

Fuit enim sciens; nam in Christo sunt omnes thesauri sapientiae et 
scientiae absconditi, Coll. 2,3; et replevit eum spiritus sapientiae et 
intellectus, Isa. 11, 2. Sed multi inflantur scientia; ideo necessaria est 
humilitas, quae maxime fuit in Christo, Matth. 11, 29: discite a me, quia 
mitis sum, et humilis corde. Unde quando confirmavit* magisterium 
suum, Ioan. 13, 14, humilitatem suam ostendit dicens: st ego Dominus 
et magister lavi pedes vestros etc. Est autem humilitas quam parit culpa, et 
haec non pertinet ad Christum, sed illa quam parit innocentia, ne possit 
illi obici illud® Rom. 2, 21: qui alium doces, tecpsum non doces. Haec enim 
in Christo fuit, quia peccatum non habuit, I Pet. 2, 22; unde et inimicis 
suis Iudaeis dicebat, Ioan. 8, 46: quis ex vobis arguet me de peccato? 
quasi nullus est, quia sum innocens et mundus ab eo. 

Innocentia [annosa] necessaria est; haec etiam in Christo, quia non 
incepit docere a puerili aetate, cum iam impletus® esset a sapientia, sicut 
Luc. 2, 40, sed ir virili aetate, unde: apse erat incipiens quasi annorum 
triginta, ut putabatur, filius Ioseph, Luc. 3, 23. Cum aetate vero requiritur 
iustitia. Solomon enim depravatus’ est in senectute sua, quemadmodum 
dicit Apostolus de philosophis, Rom. 1, 21: qut cum cognovissent Deum, 


2 corrigere T. 3 aquosus mss. 4 consumavit T. 
Ones 6 plenus P. 7 damnatus T. 
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non sicut Deum gloricaverunt etc. Hanc etiam habuit Christus secundum 
promissionem Joel. 2, 23: dedit vobis doctorem tustitrae. 

Necessaria est fama bona sive irreprehensibilitas vitae, etiam dum 
est bona satis conscientia. Haec erat in Christo, quia contra eum non 
inveniebantur testimonia convenientia, Marc. 14, 59. Item necessaria 
est continentia sive mortificatio carnis, quae satis apparet in Christo: 
et st hoc factum est in viridt, in arido quid fiet? Luc. 23, 31. Qui autem sunt 
denunciatores suppliciorum ostendere debent ex bona conversatione et 
carnis mortificatione, et quod sint contemptores carnalium desideriorum. 
Unde Maitth. 20, 22, et filiis Zebedaei, cum quaererent gloriam ante 
laborem, dictum est eis a Domino: fotestis bibere calicem etc. Calix est 
carnis mortificatio, quia ibi reperitur sitis recreatio; semper enim in 
hominibus effervat sitis consolationis; in mortificatione autem carnis 
abundat consolatio nostra, secundum quod abundant passiones Chnisti 
in nobts, II Cor. 1,5. Alia enim ratione calix dicitur baptismus, quia 
ibi est peccatorum ablutio. Hanc habuit Christus; propter hoc enim 
hortatur Apostolus semper mortificationem Christi etc. [II Cor., 4, ro]. 
Sed etiam cum castitate paupertas est necessaria,® ut praedicator veri- 
tatis® ita ostendat exemplo, quemadmodum praedicat verbo; quod et 
Christus fecit: quia pauper ... et in laboribus a iuventute sua, Ps. 87, 16, 
ut crederetur ei, cum praedicaret praemia sempiterna. 

Perfectus ergo fuit Magister Christus in scientia et humilitate ad 
docendum virtutes; perfectus in innocentia et aetate ad arguendum 
vitia; et perfectus in iustitia et fama ad corripiendum de commissis; 
perfectus in castitate et paupertate ad erudiendum de praemiis et 
suppliciis. 

Sed in quibuslibet perfectus fuit Beatus Antonius sicut magister eius. 
Perfectus fuit in scientia; unde et arca testamenti dicebatur a Domino 
Papa.?° Erat enim in ipso quemadmodum et in Christo thesaurus scien- 
tiae; unde et de ipso legitur, quod memoria pro codicibus utebatur.4 
De hac perfectione dicitur, I Cor. 1, 10: sitis perfecti in eodem sensu, et 
in eadem sententia. Ipse autem de se poterat dicere, quod Apostolus 
loquitur de se ipso, I Cor. 2, 6: sapientiam loquimur inter perfectos. Sed non 
fuit hac sapientia inflatus; ideo perfectionem humilitatis habuit scientiae 
coniunctae. Nam cum esset ad docendum idoneus, tamen de ipso legitur, 
quod in abluendis coquinae utensilibus magis quam exercendis Scrip- 
turis scientiae exercitior habebatur.!2 De hac perfectione, Gen. 17, I 


’ 


BMeECesce mie ® ostendat add. T. 
10 Cf. supra p. 225, N. 10. 11 Cf. supra p. 225, n. 9. 
14° Cf. supyarp. 220, Ni. 7- 


Three Sermons on the Doctor Evangelicus 233 


dicitur Abrahae: ambula coram me, et esto perfectus, scilicet in humilitate. 
Bene autem humilibus dicitur coram me, quia excelsus Dominus et humilia 
respicit, et alta etc. [Ps. 137, 6]. Hinc autem de se dicit Ezechias, IV Reg. 
20, 3: memento, Domine, quomodo ambulaverim coram te in veritate et 
corde perfecto,1* contra hypocritas qui sunt duplices corde. Ex hoc fuit 
idoneus ad docendum. 

Item perfectus fuit in innocentia vitae, sicut dicitur in principio 
Legendae, quia istis mundanis noluit se implicare, et sine quaerela 
vixit in utraque religione. De qua perfectione, Jos. ultimo [24, 14]: 
timete Dominum, et servite tlli in corde perfecto etc. In innocentia fuit 
perfectus et annositate; et hoc, quia cum iam esset probatus et annosus, 
tamen nondum se ingerens, adhuc ab omnibus credebatur ignorans.1® 
Quod est contra praesumptuosos, de quibus Jsa. 18, 5: ante messem totus 
effloruit, etimmatura perfectio germinabit. Ipse autem non iniectu proprio 
datur, sed vocatur, ut esset idoneus ad arguendum. 

Item perfectus fuit in iustitia, quia sicut Noe iustus atque perfectus 
in generationibus suis, Gen. 6, 9. Quia dicitur Prov. 12, 26: qui negligit 
damnum propter amicum, tustus est; rpse neglexit propter Christum. Sed 
et cum iustitia habuit perfectionem famae sive irreprehensibilitatis in 
vita, quia de iure non debuit reprehendi. Unde et ipsi convenit illud 
Deut. 18, 13: perfectus eris et absque macula coram Domino tuo; hinc et 
David dicit, II Reg. 22, 24: evo perfectus cum eo et observabo me ab iniqui- 
tate mea. Et hoc habuit, ut idoneus esset ad corripiendum, secundum 
illud Coll. 1, 28: corripientes omnem hominem, et docentes in omnt sapien- 
tia, ut exhibeamus omnem hominem perfectum in Christo Iesu etc. 

Perfectus etiam fuit in castitate sive in carnis mortificatione, quia 
ab infantia vixit in religione.4* Haec est perfectio Nazaraeorum; de qua 
Num. 6, 21, quando enumeravit quid deberet facere, dixit: haec factet 
ad perfectionem sanctificationis. Hinc et I Pet. 1,13: succinctt lumbos 
mentis vestrae, sobrit et perfects sperate in eam, quae vobis offertur, gratiam. 
Hoc enim convenit annuntiantibus supplicia. 

Habuit etiam perfectionem paupertatis, de qua Matth. 19, 21: st 
vis perfectus esse, vade etc., (deficiebat enim ab illa perfectione quia dives 


LEC isa. 36" 3: 

14 Cf. Legenda Secunda, p. 705, and Legenda Prima, p. 26, n. 3. 

15 Cf. supra p.0o, nN. 15. 

16 In Legenda Secunda, p.705: ... nomenque ei Fernandus in sacro 
baptismatis lavacro imponentes, in eadem etiam post modum ecclesia educan- 
dum puerum tradunt, moribus et litteris imbuendum. Legenda Prima, p. 26, 
n.2: ... ab ipso sacri baptismatis fonte Fernandus ei nomen imponunt. 
Hunc nimirum in supra dicta Sanctae Dei Genetricis ecclesia sacris litteris 
imbuendum tradunt, et futurum Christi praeconem, quodam praesagio, 
ministrorum Christi educationi committunt. 
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erat); hanc habuit Beatus Antonius, Eccl. 31, 8, de beato homine, 
qui post aurum non abiit, qui probatus est in illo, et perfectus inventus est 
[Eccli. 31, 10]. Habuit extremam paupertatem; nam unam paupertatem 
debent habere omnes Christiani, secundum sententiam Salvatoris, nisi 
quis renunciaverit omnia quae possidet etc. [Luc. 14, 33]. Sed numquid 
omnes Christiani relinquunt ? Immo, relinquunt omnes boni quantum ad 
affectum, licet non quantum ad effectum, secundum quod dicit [Ps. 61, 
11]: divitiae st affluant, nolite cor apponere. Praeterea est reperire alium 
gradum paupertatis, eorum scilicet qui nihil habentes proprium, possi- 
dent in communi. Haec est paupertas religiosorum quam Beatus Anto- 
nius habuit, quamdiu Beati Augustini regulae subiacuit.!?7 Est etiam 
ulterius gradus paupertatis, eorum scilicet qui nihil habent nec habere 
possunt et communicant [nihil] proprium. Et haec est paupertas Fra- 
trum Minorum, quam habuit et in qua perseveravit. Ideo perfectus et 
idoneus est ad erudiendum. Sic perfectus fuit Beatus Antonius sicut et 
magister quantum ad vitam. 

Sunt et aliae octo condiciones ad perfectionem doctrinae pertinentes, 
quae referuntur ad illa quattuor supradicta, quae etiam in Christo 
reperiuntur, qui fuit perfectus magister quantum ad doctrinam. Perfectio 
vero magistri in hoc consistit quod debet esse verax et patiens, ut sit 
idoneus ad docendum virtutes; quod sit in eo zelus et caritas ad arguen- 
dum vitia; severitas et pietas ad arguendum de commissis; eloquentia 
et virtuositas ad erudiendum de suppliciis et praemiis. 

Christus autem fuit magister verax. Unde et ei testimonium perhibent 
malivoli, Matth. 22,16: magister, scimus quia verax es etc.; et coram 
Pilato dixit ipse, Ioan. 18, 37: Ego veni in hunc mundum ut testimonium 
perlubeam veritatt. Sed quia secundum quod dicitur Prov. 19, 11, quod 
doctrina viri per patientiam noscitur, ideo ipse patiens fuit. Unde disci- 
pulos ad patiendum confortavit, dicens, Joan. 13, 16: non est servus supra 
Dominum, scilicet si me persecuti sunt, et vox persequentur (Ioan. 15, 20]. 
Item quia patientia aliquando excedit; sunt enim quidam qui iniuriam 
propriam patiuntur et alienam, in hoc possunt esse culpabiles; unde 
dicitur Apoc. 2,2: patientiam habes, et non potes sustinere malos. Ideo 
cum patientia necesse est habere zelum, quem Christus habuit cum 


17 There is no mention as such in the Legenda of poverty when they speak 
of St. Anthony’s life among the Augustinians. Cf. Legenda Secunda, p. 705: 
Spretis namque mundi et carnis illecebris, ad quoddam coenobium S. Augu- 
stini praefatae civitatis vicinum se contulit; ibique devotus habitum religio- 
nis assumpsit. Ubi dum eius importuna carorum amicorum frequentia per- 
turbaret, peractis ibidem ferme duobus annis, ad Sanctae Clarae Crucis de 
Conimbria, aliud scilicet etusdem Ordinis monasterium transvolavit...; 
Cf. also Legenda Prima, p. 27, n. 3. 
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flagellum de funiculis fecit, Joan. 2, 15, et vendentes et ementes eiecit; 
nec iniuriam factam in domo Patris dissimulare voluit, dicens: molite 
domum Patris mei etc. Sed quia adhuc exardescit aliquando zelus in ira, 
ita ut aliquando non velit factum vindicare, sed personam, ideo neces- 
saria est caritas quam Christus in se habuit. Unde et discipulos ad se 
invicem de dilectione invitavit, Ioan. 13, 35: in hoc cognoscent omnes 
quod discipuli met eritis, si dilectionem habueritis ad invicem. 

Nota quattuor condiciones quae exiguntur ad magistri perfectionem 
quantum ad doctrinam. Quia ex caritate non solet excusatio provenire, 
nam amantis!® est excusare, ideo cum caritate fuit in Christo severitas. 
Unde licet permaximam caritatem haberet, tamen tamquam severus 
praedicabat, Luc. 6,24: Vae vobis divitibus etc. Cum severitate tamen 
erat pius, sed severus erat quantum ad superbos peccatores. Unde non 
curabit de scandalo Pharisaeorum, Matth. 15, 14: sinite illos; caeci sunt 
etc. Pius autem et misericors quantum ad poenitentes, propter quod et ab 
impiis arguebatur, Matth.9,11: quare cum publicanis et peccatoribus 
manducat magister vester? Ad quod ipse tamquam magister humilitatis 
et pietatis respondit, Matth. 9, 13: misericordiam volo, et non sacrificium 
etc. Item habuit eloquentiam, quia nwmquam sic locutus est homo, Ioan. 
7, 46; erat enim in sermone virtus, sicut dicitur Luc. 4, 32; et Matth. 7, 
29: loquebatur sicut potestatem habens, non sicut scribae et pharisaer. 

Sed haec in Beato Antonio, confessore Christi, possumus reperire, 
et sic perfectus erit sicut magister eius. Fuit enim perfectus in veritate. 
Non enim reverebatur magnitudinem cuiusquam, prout dicitur, loquens 
magnis et parvulis, aeque iaculo veritatis feriebat.19 Non enim erat ei 
cura de aliquo, sicut et de magistro eius habetur Christo, Matth. 22, 16. 
De hac perfectione, scilicet veritatis, Deut. 33, 8—9: perfectio tua et 
doctrina tua a viro sancto tuo, (id est Christo), quod de Levi dicitur; gui 
dixit patri et matri suo: nescio vos, et fratri suo: ignoro illos etc. 

Perfectus etiam fuit in patientia, quia ex veritatis conscientia paratus 
erat pati, quod patuit cum inter Saracenos ire voluit, et ob fervorem 
martyrii religionem intravit. De perfectione hac, Jac. 1, 4: patientia opus 
perfectum habet; et sic fuit idoneus ad docendum. 

Item perfectionem zeli habuit. De prima [Ps. 138, 22]: perfecto odto 
oderam illos ; mquos enim odio habut, et tamen legem dilexit [Ps. 118, 
113]; semper enim zelus domus Dei comedit eum [Ps. 68, 10], ut posset 


18 of 
sic MSs. 
19 Legenda Secunda, p. 707: Sic itaque sanctus in doctrinae poculis mira- 


biliter affluens, tanta iustitiae libra singulis sua reddebat, quod sive magnis 
loquebatur, sive parvulis, aeque cunctos veritatis iaculo feriebat. 
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dicere illud Jer. 20, 9: factus est in corde meo quasi ignis aestuans, ... 
et defeci, ferre non sustinens. Sic et Beatus Antonius obmutuit et siluit 
a bonis, et tamen dolor eius renovatus est [ Ps. 38, 3], ita ut labore nimio 
fatigatus,2° tamen a Dei operatione non cessaret, sed quasi continue 
praedicaret. Hinc dicitur Ez. 1,13, de sanctis animalibus, quod erat 
splendor ignis, et de igne fulgor egrediens. Zelus cordis est splendor ignis, 
de quo est emissio fulgoris, id est terror comminationis. Sic et cum per- 
fectione zeli habuit perfectionem caritatis; de qua Coll. 3, 14: super 
omnia habete caritatem, quae est vinculum perfectionis. Unde de ipso 
cantatur: iuncta zelo caritas, veritas, modestia etc.”! Et sic fuit idoneus 
ad arguendum. 

Perfectionem iterum habuit severitatis, quae separat quod puniendum 
est ab eo quod non est puniendum, ut dicitur I Par. 12, 38: venerunt 
viri bellatores expediti ad pugnam cum corde perfecto, ut constituerent 
eum regem. Huic autem perfectioni adiuncta fuit perfectio pietatis in eo, 
ad quam invitat Matth. 5, 48: estote perfects sicut pater vester perfectus est, 
qui solem suum facit orirt etc. [Matth. 5, 45]. Hinc etiam dicitur Matth. 
3, 4, quod Ioannes erat indutus pilis camelorum, et tamen comedebat 
mel. In pilis accipitur perfectio veritatis, in melle dulcedo pietatis, 
ut sic esset idoneus ad corripiendum; de qua II Cor. 13, 11: perfects 
estote et exhortamim. Et bene lingua perfecta quae non novit nisi de 
divinis sermonem texere; Jac. 3,2: qui non offendit in verbo, hic per- 
fectus est vir. Quod est contra multos qui prorumpunt in obiurgationem 
personarum, cum deberent facere obiurgationem vitiorum. Huic adiecta 
fuit perfectio virtuositatis, quia loquebatur im ostensione spiritus et 
virtutis, 1 Cor. 2,4, non in doctis humanae sapientiae verbis, sed sicut 
magister elus erat loquens, quasi potestatem habens. Hinc dicitur I Esdr. 
2,63: prohibuerunt sacerdotes offerre, donec surgeret sacerdos doctus 
atque perfectus. 

Talis fuit Beatus Antonius perfectus sicut magister eius Christus, 
culus magisterium in tribus miraculis specialiter ostensum est esse 
virtuosum, videlicet in sedatione tempestatis maris, Matth. 8, 23—26; 
in curatione paralytici hominis, Matth. 9, 2—6; similiter in suscitatione 
puellae, Marc. 5, 35—43. In quibus etiam perfectus est inventus Beatus 

20 Cf. Legenda Secunda, p. 712: Sic igitur Dei servus Antonius, licet 
aegritudine continua et molestia quadam naturali a corpulentia premeretur, 
a praedicatione tamen, ab audiendo confessiones, et dando concilia, nullo 
laboris gravamine flectebatur. 

21 Legenda Secunda, p. 707: Constitutus in hac peregrinationis miseria, 
et vita floruit et doctrina, quarum priorem, id est vitam, voluntaria vilitas, 


simplex innocentia, curaque disciplinae commendant; alteram vero, quae 
est doctrina, zelo iuncta caritas, veritas, modestia, comprobant. 
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Antonius sicut magister eius. Iuxta primum, scilicet in sedatione tempes- 
tatis, inventus est perfectus, videlicet cum nautis in naufragio signo 
salutis affuit, quibus sub solis radio viae ducatum praebuit.?2 Circa 
secundum similiter, scilicet in curatione paralytici hominis, perfectus 
fuit, cum haereticum hominem ad fidem convertit catholicam ;23 haeresis 
enim paralysis est spiritualis, auferens sensum rationis et motum af- 
fectionis. Circa tertium, in curatione pullae defunctae, perfectus fuit,?4 
videlicet cum hominem mortuum a mortuis revocavit; quod si spiritua- 
liter accipitur, a morte spirituali, scilicet a morte peccati, plurimos 
suscitavit. Et sic idoneus fuit ad erudiendum, quia perfectus in vita, 
perfectus in doctrine, sicut magister eius. Rogemus ergo etc. 


KILIAN F. Lyncu, O.F.M. 


Siena College 
Loudonville, N. Y. 


22 Legenda Secunda, p. 722: Et ecce de navi ipsa lux egressa resplenduit, 
quae navigantes et collacrymantes, prae laetitia praecedebat, et eosdem ad 
locum S. Marci, parvuli iuxta Venetias, salvos duxit. Quo cum Patris sanctis- 
simi meritis de manu mortis eruti, pervenissent, mox praeambulum ab 
eorum oculis lumen, disparuit, et in tuto positis, ducatum ultra subtraxit. 
The account in the Legenda Prima seems closer. Legenda Prima, p. 11: Et 
ecce de navi in qua erant lux quaedam egressa navigantes et prae laetitia 
collacrymantes praecessit, ducatumque praebens... salvos perduxit... 
continuo dux itineris lumen disparuit, et in toto positis, ultra radios sub- 
traxit. 

23 Tegenda Secunda, p. 708: Quamplures haereticos ad integritatem 
fidei Christianae convertit, inter quos et haeresiarcham quemdam Bono- 
villum nomine . . . ad lumen veritatis induxit. There are many such instances 
mentioned in both the Legenda. 

24 Cf. Legenda Secunda, p. 721; also cf. Legenda Prima, pp. 104—105, 
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ADAM’S “HAPPY FAULT~ 
AND XVIIth-CENTURY APOLOGETICS 


weylotns amddserew Svuvavews exer tO Svvyndyvar Oedv év 
avdparov pvoer yevéodar. Od yao tocottoy ovpavod ual 
Yijg obotaouc, xal Jarkoons, xal d&époc, xal THY UeyloTav 
ototyeloy 7 yéveotc, xal et tr Urepxdoproy voeitat, xal et te 
xataySdéviov, thy divautv maptotnot tod Ocod Adyou, dcov 
h mepl thy évavdoamnow oixovouta, xal  mpdg TO TaTELVOV 
xal dodevic THs dvipmmétytos cvyxataBaocic. 


St. Basil the Great, Homiliae in Psalmos, XLIV, 5 


The central argument of Professor Arthur O. Lovejoy’s celebrated 
essay on the paradox of the “fortunate” Fall in Paradise Lost! concerns 
the time-honored view which yet another apologist of the earlier XVIIth 
century, John Lightfoot, phrased as follows: 

God left Adam to his owne freewil, and suffered him to fall, qua 

sciebat se, &c. because hee knew how to turne that fall of his, to his 

saluation. When Lazarus died, Christ was not there, that the 
raysing of Lazarus by Christ might be the more glorious. So when 

Adam fel (as I maysay so) God would not be there (for he left Adam 

to his owne freewill) that the repairing of Adam through Christ might 

be the more glorious. Hereupon one sings, O foelix labsus, Vnhappy 
was the fall of Adam, since by his fall we all fell, but yet happy was 
that vnhappy fall, since it must bee recurred by Christ.” 


Thus also the popular Anglican divine Thomas Wilson: 
It was Adams fall, which in its own nature, and in regard of the 
effects which followed, enfolding all men within sinne and euerlasting 
death, was the most miserable thing that euer hapned, no euill like to it 
for extent and force. But in regard of the euent which fell out by the 
maruellous wisdome and goodnes of God, it did accidentally prooue, 


1“Milton and the Paradox of the Fortunate Fall,” ELH: Journal of 
English Literary History, 1V (1937), 161—179; since reprinted in Essays on 
the History of Ideas (Baltimore, 1948), pp. 277—-295, but also available in 
Criticism, ed. Mark Schorer, Josephine Miles and Gordon McKenzie, revised 
ed. (New York, 1958), pp. 137—147. 

2 Evubhin (London, 1629), pp. 157—158. 
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(as one saith of it) foelix crimen, an happy fault, giuing occasion to the 
redemption of the elect, by Christ incarnate, purchasing a constant 
and heauenly felicitie.* 


Milton’s parallel formulation is well-known—even if his reservation 
has not always been appreciated. After Michael’s prophecy of the in- 
carnation of the Son of God, Adam exclaims, 


O goodness infinite, goodness immense! 
That all this good of evil shall produce, 
And evil turn to good; more wonderful 
Then that which by creation first brought forth 
Light out of darkness! full of doubt I stand, 
Whether I should repent me now of sin 
By mee done and occasiond, or rejoyce 
Much more, that much more good thereof shall spring, 
To God more glory, more good will to Men 
From God, and over wrauth Grace shall abound. 
(XU, 469—478) 
Christianity may have discarded many ideas since the Renaissance, 
but the notion of the “happy fault’”’ has not been surrendered. As a 
modern commentator has remarked, out of the “‘supreme manifestation 
of evil” at Calvary, “‘and in terms of its very stuff, has come the sublimest 
and most triumphant manifestation of good. What is intrinsically and in 
isolation a terrible crime, has come to be the occasion of the world’s 
greatest blessing.’”’® This continuity of tradition is hardly accidental — 
for the fundamental reason that, however inclined we may be to regard 


3 Theologicall Rules (London, 1615), II [‘““AEnigmata Sacra’’], 28—29. 
Besides the references cited by Professor Lovejoy, see those by C. A. Moore, 
“The Conclusion of Paradise Lost,’ PMLA, XXXVI (1921), 29—33; 
George C. Taylor, Milton’s Use of Du Bartas (Cambridge, Mass., 1934), 
PP. 45, 71; Grant McColley, ‘“‘Paradise Lost,” Harvard Theological Review, 
XXXII (1939), 204—205; John S. Diekhoff, Multon’s ‘Paradise Lost” 
(New York, 1946), pp. 126 ff.; Arnold Williams, The Common Expositor 
(Chapel Hill, 1948), p. 138; M. M. Mahood, Poetry and Humanism (London, 
1950), p. 248; and Merritt Y. Hughes, ed., John Milton: Complete Poetry 
and Major Prose (New York, 1957), pp. 175, 465. The controversy occasioned 
by the “‘paradox”’ is not my concern here; but of the available studies, one 
of the best is Willfam G. Madsen’s in Modern Language Notes, LX XIV (1959), 
103—105 — and one of the worst, Dick Taylor’s in Tulane Studies in English, 
TX (1959), 35-51. The most personal interpretation is, inevitably, byWilliam 
Empson (Multon’s God [London, 1961], pp. 189 ff.). 

4 As in the case of history’s ‘eschata’, which I have discussed in ‘‘Renais- 
sance and Modern Thought on the Last Things: A Study in Changing Con- 
ceptions,’ Harvard Theological Review, LI (1958), 169—185. 

5 ].S. Whale, The Christian Answer to the Problem of Evil (London, 


1936), pp. 67—68. 
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the “‘paradox’’ in isolation, it is in fact a vital aspect of the ¢ofal structure 
of Christian dogmatics. Perhaps the theologians of the Renaissance, 
endowed with minds naturally tending toward universal concepts, could 
establish relationships further afield more readily than we can. But I do 
not think that we have been necessarily deprived of that faculty. I may 
cite an example. A modern theologian has maintained that “there was 
a finished work of God, greater and more complete, when Christ died 
upon the Cross than when God rested on the seventh day from all the 
works which He had created and made.”® This attempt to associate 
two distinct events — the creation and the redemption — is by no means 
novel; it recurs during the Renaissance with such frequency as to con- 
stitute a commonplace. In Godfrey Goodman’s summary statement, 
“the work of Redemption is far greater then the work of Creation.’’? 
What this means precisely we find in the fuller exposition of the popular 
Richard Sibbes — widely respected in his time (“a grave and solid 
Divine’’’), though curiously neglected by our scholars: 


6 J. K. Mozley, The Heart of the Gospel (London, 1925), p. 60. 

? The Two Great Mysteries of Christian Religion (London, 1653), p. 81. 
For parallel statements, see Pierre de la Place, A Tveatise of the Excellencie 
of a Christian Man, trans. L. Tomson (London, 1576), sig. B 21; Pierre Viret, 
The Christian Disputations, trans. John Brooke (London, 1579), fol. 97; 
Calvin, Seymons... upon... Galatians, trans. Arthur Golding (London, 
1574), fol. 230v; John Boys, An Exposition of the Proper Psalmes (London, 
1616—17), II, 159; Henry King, A Sermon of Deliverance (London, 1626), 
pp. 9—10; Lewis Bayly, The Practice of Piety, 35th ed. (London, 1635), p. 
332; Nehemiah Rogers, The Penitent Citizen (London, 1640), p. 2; Samuel 
Gott, An Essay of the True Happiness of Man (London, 1650), p. 238; Mark 
Frank, LI Sermons (London, 1672), p. 126; Lewis Thomas, Demegoriai 
(London, 1600), sigs, M 2!f.; Thomas Wilson, supra (Note 2), II, 47; Sir 
John Hayward, The Sanctvarie of a Troubled Soule (London, 1616), I, 276 f.; 
Nicholas Byfield, The Paterne of Wholsome Words (London, 1618), pp. 171 f.; 
John Donne, Sermons, ed. E.M.Simpson and G.R. Potter (Berkeley, 
1953—1962), V, 213, 362, and X, 48; William Pulley, The Christians Taske 
(London, 1619), p. 426; Cristébal de Fonseca, Devuvovt Contemplations, trans. 
James Mabbe (London, 1629), p. 294; Joseph Fletcher, The Historie of the 
Perfect-Cursed- Blessed Man (London, 1629), sig. D 21; John Vicars, Englands 
Hallelu-jah (London, 1631), St. 3; Alexander Gil, infra (Note 11), pp. 119 f.; 
John Dod and Robert Cleaver, Exposition of the Ten Commandments, 19th 
ed. (London, 1635), p. 159; Daniel Featley, Clavis Mystica (London, 1636), 
p. 398; Richard Montagu, The Acts and Monuments of the Church (London, 
1642), p.26; Anonymous, Heavitonaparnumenos (London, 1646), p. 42; 
Thomas Collier, The Exaltation of Christ (London, 1646), p. 54; Samuel 
Rutherford, Christ Dying and Drawing Sinners to Himselfe (London, 1647), 
Pp. 159; Joseph Symonds, Three Treatises (London, 1653), I, 95; Edward 
Leigh, A Systeme or Body of Divinity (London, 1654), p. 390; Charles Herle, 
Wisdomes Tvipos (London, 1655), II, 33. See further infra, Notes 9—1I1I. 
The statement by St. Basil the Great ‘quoted at the outset is one of the locz 
classict. 


8 Edward Leigh, Foelix Consortium (London, 1663), p. 324. 
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the infinite love and mercy of God... is greater in the worke of 
Redemption, and Reconciliation, then in the Creation of the world, 
for the distance betweene nothing and something was lesse then the 
distance betweene sin and happinesse. For nothing adds no opposition, 
but to be in a sinfull state there is opposition, therefore it was greater 
love and mercy for God when wee were sinfull, (and so obnoxious 
to eternall destruction) to make us of sinners not onely men, but to 
make us happie, to make us heires of heaven out of a sinfull and 
cursed estate, then to make us of nothing something, to make us men 
in Adam, for there God prevailed over nothing, but here his mercy 
triumphed over that which is opposite to God, over sinfullnesse and 
cursednesse.® 
Just as frequently, readers of the time were reminded that while 
the creation of the world was accomplished merely by God’s oral com- 
mand, the redemption of man was effected by a sacrifice involving 
infinite pain. In the words of another apologist, 
our redemption is observed to be a greater worke, then either our 
election or creation; for our election was but Gods eternall counsell; 
our creation but the composing of the body, and inspiring of the soule, 
both effected of God without paine, without shame; but for the 
accomplishing of our redemption, Christ... {had to] leave the 
heauens, lay aside his crowne of glory, and be incarnate in the forme 
of a seruant, and be obedient vnto the law, and suffer a shamefull 
und painefull death vpon the Crosse.!° 


For such reasons, it was widely maintained, the redemption of man 
should be regarded not merely as involving “‘a superexcellencie of glorie 
and happinesse far above that which Adam lost,” but as manifesting 
in particular “the highest pitch’’ of the divine wisdom and goodness." 
Hence, in Paradise Lost, Adam’s observation that the restoration of 


man is 
more wonderful 


Then that which by creation first brought forth 
Light out of darkness! 


® Beames of Divine Light (London, 1639), I, 12. For another similar 
statement by Sibbes, see The Fountaine Opened (London, hoe ye223rt 

10 John Lewis, Ignis Coelestis (London, 1620), pp. 34—35 

1i Alexander Gil, The Sacred Philosophie of the Holy Scripture (London, 
1635), p. 120, and James Ussher, Immanvel (London, 1638), p. 3; respectively. 
A related statement is Nicolaus Hanapus’ assurance that God was perfectly 
aware “‘how great profite and goodnesse should ensue, & begotten by the 
occasion of [Adam’s] fall” (The Ensamples of Vertue and Vice, trans. Thomas 
Paynell [London, 1564], sig. Bii). 


16 Franciscan Studies 1963 
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Another related aspect of the “happy fault’’ is an extension of the 
traditional Christian exhortation to ‘‘overcome evil with good.” On a 
grander scale, as Christian writers have repeatedly affirmed, this is also 
an integral part of God’s providential government of the universe. In a 
celebrated passage in Goethe, for instance, Mephistopheles acknowledges 
that he is 


Ein Teil von jener Kraft, 
Die stets das Bése will und stets das Gute schafft.1% 


The same idea runs through Paradise Lost like a silken thread. Satan’s 
principal effort is to frustrate the Divine Purpose: 


If then his Providence 


Out of our evil seek to bring forth good, 

Our labour must be to pervert that end, 

And out of good still to find means of evil. 

(I, 162—165) 

But the will of God is always fulfilled, since Satan is an instrument of 
Heaven’s intent — a traditional idea, as I argued elsewhere, despite its 
seeming affinities with extreme Calvinism.4 “God,” we read in Milton’s 
De doctrina Christiana, ‘‘converts every evil deed into an instrument of 
good, contrary to the expectations of sinners, and overcomes evil with 
good.’’!® As the angels proclaim in their address to God following the 
creation of the world, 


Who seekes 


To less’n thee, against his purpose serves 
To manifest the more thy might: his evil 
Thou usest, and from thence creat’st more good. 


(VII, 613616) 


12 Romans 12: 21. 

13 Faust, I, iii (““Studierzimmer’’). 

14 Cf. Richard Sibbes, Yea and Amen (London, 1638), pp. 285—286: 
“Sathan himselfe with all his instruments, yea the worst of creatures, all 
must serve Gods purpose contrary to their natures, for the good of his 
children.”’ See further my contribution ‘Milton and his Contemporaries 
on the Chains of Satan,’”’ Modern Language Notes, LX XIII (1958), 257—-260. 
I discuss yet another ‘servant’ of God in ‘‘‘The Bloody and Cruell Turke’: 
The Background and Implications of a Renaissance Commonplace,” Studies 
in the Renaissance, X (1963), 126—135. 


15 Works (New York, 1933), XV, 79—81. 
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Earlier the angelic choir had celebrated the wisdom of God that 
had ordaind 


Good out of evil to create, in stead 
Of Spirits maligne a better Race to bring 
Into their vacant room, and thence diffuse 


Hi t ] infinite. 
is good to Worlds and Ages infinite (VII, 187—x92) 


It is the same with the Fall of Man, which Satan maliciously regards as 
worth the laughter of the fallen angels (X, 488). But in effect 


all his malice serv’d but to bring forth 


Infinite goodness, grace and mercy shewn 


On Man by him seduc’t. (I, 217—210) 


The act that accomplishes this is the incarnation of the Son, whereby, 
as the Father decrees, ‘““Heav’nly love shall outdoo Hellish hate’ (III, 
298). Finally appreciated by Adam, it leads to an acknowledgment that 
God is constantly “with good / Still overcoming evil” (XII, 565—566). 
His spontaneous cry, crowning Michael’s prophecy of the redemption 
summarizes the essence of Christian experience: 


O goodness infinite, goodness immense! 


That all this good of evil shall produce, 
And evil turn to good... 


— which leads first to the affirmation that “the work of Redemption is 
far greater then the work of Creation,” and then to the qualified restate- 
ment of the paradox of the “happy fault”’: in the words of an earlier poet, 
“Blyssid be the tyme that appil take was.’’1® 


C. A. PATRIDES 
University of York 


16 Carleton Brown, ed., Religious Lyrics of the XVth Century (Oxford, 
1939), Pp. 120. 
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PHILOSOPHY AND CHRISTIAN WISDOM 
ACCORDING TO SAINT JUSTIN MARTYR 


Saint Justin, apologist and martyr of the second century, has left 
us only three comparatively short writings, two defenses of the Christian 
faith to the pagans and one apologetical dialogue with Trypho the Jew. 
Nevertheless, he has attracted much attention and admiration for his 
learning and sympathy with ancient philosophy even as a Christian! 
and for his nobility of spirit.2 He has been regarded as a precursor of 
Christian humanism’ and of Christian philosophy,* and even as the 
patriarch of Christian humanism.® He has been represented as a model 
for those Christians who seek to bring the intellectuals to Christ,® since, 
as Eusebius said, “‘Justin, in philosopher’s garb, preached the word of 
Gods? 

In fact, however, there are few passages in the writings which have 
come down to us from him which show him as a philosopher in the 
technical sense of this term, in the sense in which Plato, Aristotle, 
Plotinus, or even the Christian saints who were much more theologians, 
were philosophers. There is an account of his philosophical evolution 
in the Dialogue with Trypho;*® but this account is at least ambivalent 
in its representation of him as a philosopher, as we shall see below. There 
are also scattered remarks in the two Apologies concerning mainly the 
relation of pagan philosophy to the revealed truth ;° but the chief evidence 
of his philosophical attainment here is his use of the Stoic Jogos and 


1 Aime Puech, Les Apologistes Grecs, Paris, 1912, p. 147. 

MCh, V8; UAW. 

3 Etienne Gilson, History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages, 
New York, 1955, p. 14. Puech, op. cit., p. 147. 

4 Puech, loc. cit. 

5 Gilson, loc. cit. 

6 Address of Bishop Wright of Pittsburgh to Pax Romana, 1962. 

7 Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, IV, 11 (quoted in the Edinburgh 
edition of The Ante-Nicene Fathers, vol. I, p. 194, n. 2). @Jovotivog év 
prrdocdgov oynuatt tecohevuv tov Jetov Adyow. Patrologiae Cursus Completus, 
Series Graeca, ed. J. P. Migne, t. 20, c. 329. All translations, unless otherwise 
noted, are taken from The Ante-Nicene Fathers (ANF); Greek references 
are to the Migne edition of the Greek Fathers (PG). 

8 Dialogue with Trypho, chapters 2—8. 

® Since these remarks will be considered later, textual references are 
not given here. 
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logos spermatikos, without any explanation, in senses in which the 
Stoics did not use them. It is in fact relatively easy to concur with 
Puech’s evaluation of Saint Justin as one who rose above his intellectual 
mediocrity through his nobility of spirit,1° despite Father Feder’s con- 
fidence in the philosophical erudition of Saint Justin.?% 

Still, if he be considered in his historical context and in the light of 
the subsequent development of Christian intellectual life, there is no 
doubt that he does foreshadow the Christian humanism and Christian 
philosophy even of much later days. This begins to appear when we con- 
sider the contrast between Saint Justin and his student, Tatian. While 
Saint Justin is disposed, as we shall see below, to see the true and the 
good in pagan culture, Tatian, in his Address to the Greeks, adopts a 
thoroughly negative attitude toward the whole of pagan culture. Saint 
Justin’s appreciation of the truth and goodness to be found even in the 
natural man in his natural activity suggests the possibility that the 
natural need not be fought, in the manner of Tatian, Tertullian, and so 
many others, so much as elevated, “supernaturalized.”’ In this Saint 
Justin is only carrying forward an idea already present in the letter of 
Saint Ignatius of Antioch to the Ephesians, in at least a germinal way: 
“But even those things which ye do according to the flesh are spiritual; 
for ye do all things in Jesus Christ.”!4 Clement of Alexandria will go 
even farther than Saint Justin, and see pagan culture as not only con- 
taining much that is true and good but also preparing the way for the 
advent of Christ, just as the Old Testament revelation prepared the way 
for Christ among the Jews.” 

Yet it was not for the Fathers of the Chruch to elaborate a clear 
conception of Christian humanism and Christian philosophy. It was first 
necessary to achieve the clearest possible understanding of the distinction 
between the natural and the supernatural orders; only then could the 
natural as such become assimilated into the dynamism of the divine 
life, which is the proper mark of Christian humanism, only then could 
philosophy as such become assimilated into the dynamism of the divine 


10 Puech, op. cit., p. 147. 

16a Alfred L. Feder, S.J., Justins des Martyrers Lehre von Jesus Christus, 
dem Messias und dem menschgewordenen Sohne Gottes, Munich, 1906, pp. 
44—45. 

11 Letter to the Ephesians, chapter 8. ANF, I, p. 53. PG, t. 5, c. 652: 
«A Sé xal xata ohpxa medooete, TADTA MvEVUATLXa EotLV’ Ev Inood yao Xerote 
TAVTA TOKOGETE.» 

12 Styvomata, Book I, chapter 5. PG, t. 8, cc. 718—720: «<éradayayer> yap 
nat adth to "HAAnvixdyv, a> <é vduog> tods “HBpatoug <cic Xorotév.> Ipomaxpa- 
oxevdter tolvuyv } prdocogtia, meocodomototca tov bmd ypLtotod teAeLovmEVoy.» 
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life, which is the proper mark of Christian philosophy. Such an under- 
standing of the relation between the natural and supernatural orders did 
not come until the period of medieval scholasticism. 

While Saint Thomas Aquinas did greater justice to the relative 
autonomy and self-sufficiency of the natural order, Saint Bonaventure 
seems to have given a clearer outline of the requirements for a Christian 
humanism to be properly Christian. Saint Thomas, indeed, will emphasize 
the necessity that all intellectual life be ultimately directed toward the 
contemplation of God, the Uncieated Truth,!% and that the full perfection 
of the human intellect is only in its union with the Word of God.* But 
Saint Bonaventure is much more forceful in his insistence that the world 
is only the mirror which reveals the perfection of God!® and of His 
Word,!* and that intellectual contemplation which rests in the creature 


13 De veritate, 8th ed. rev., Taurini, 1949, q. II, a. 4, c.: ‘Finis enim 
contemplativae vitae est inspectio veritatis, prout nunc de vita contemplativa 
agimus; veritatis, dico, increatae secundum modum possibilem contemplanti: 
quae quidem in hac vita imperfecte inspicitur, in futura autem vita perfecte.”’ 

14 [bid., q. 11, a. 1, ad 15: ““Ad decimumquintum dicendum, quod cum 
dicitur: Nihil potest formare mentem nisi Deus, intelligitur de ultima eius 
forma, sine qua informis reputatur, quascumque alias formas habeat. Haec 
autem est forma illa qua ad Verbum convertitur, ut ei inhaereat; per quam 
solam natura rationalis formata dicitur, ut patet per Augustinum super 
Genesim ad litteram.”’ 

15 Collationes in Hexaemeron, ed. Ferdinand Delorme, O.F.M., Florence, 
1934, Princ. Coll. II, 27: “‘Sic igitur omnis creatura narrat sapientiam Crea- 
toris. Totus enim mundus est quasi speculum quoddam hominibus plenum 
sicut carbo lucem effundens.”’ Vis. II, Coll. V, r4—15: ‘“‘Quantum ad primum, 
totus mundus, quia est umbra, via, vestigium, est liber scriptus intus et forts ; 
in qualibet enim creatura est refulgentia quaedam divini exemplaris, sed 
cum tenebra permixta. Item, est via, ut fenestra: in hac enim creatura sic, 
in illa sic; radius aeternus in viis suis ostendit se ut radius per vitrum colo- 
ratum: sicut enim radius ex multis coloribus vitri multipliciter coloratur, 
sic radius divinus dans proprietates. Item, est vestigium vel simulacrum 
sapientiae Dei, sculptile quiddam. Ex iis omnibus est quidam liber scriptus 
forts. Quando ergo anima videt hoc, videtur sibi semper quod deberet transire 
de umbra ad lucem, a via ad terminum, a vestigio ad veritatem, a libro ad 
veram scientiam. Hunc librum legere est altissimorum contemplatorum, non 
naturalium Philosophorum, quia solum sciunt rerum naturam in se, non ut 
sunt vestigium.”’ 

Vis. II, Coll. III, 11—12: “‘Propter quod nota quod ad omnem pro- 
positionem sequitur haec veritas ‘Deus est,’ et in veritate huius propositionis 
creatura refulget. Consideratur enim haec veritas quasi in quodam speculo, 
quod dat visum et confortat visum: omnis enim creatura concurrit ad hoc 
speculum faciendum et ingeruntur omnes creaturae in hoc speculo secundum 
viam ordinis, originis, completionis.”’ 

Ibid., 18: “*.. . illud esse primum quod repraesentant omnes creaturae.”’ 

The Collationes in Hexaemeron represent lectures of Saint Bonaventure 
copied by his students. 

16 Op. cit., Vis. II, Coll. IV, 13: “‘Omnis autem creatura generationem 
Filii clamat.’’ Jbid., 21: ‘“‘Ideo autem dicitur numero defectivo undecim 
stellarum, quia omnes generationes respectu generationis Filii sunt imper- 
fectae et sic inclinant se ad generationem Verbi aliquid indicando, ut quando 
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rather than in God is an occasion of death (to the soul).1? But the balance 
in which Christian humanism consists is most delicate. Unfortunately, 
Saint Bonaventure seems to be lacking in appreciation of the goodness 
and power of nature. It is in the Thomist teaching that such Christian 
humanism has the better foundation, but Saint Thomas himself did not 
present any explicit treatment of this subject. It was left for our own day 
to evolve an explicit account of the nature of Christian philosophy as 
distinct from theology,/® and to present the beginnings of an adequate 
understanding of the nature of Christian humanism.?9 

But the idea of an assimilation of secular learning and of all natural 
activity into the dynamism of supernatural life so that it is permeated by, 
springs from, and terminates in supernatural faith and charity, even 
while its autonomy in its own sphere is clearly understood, this idea cannot 
without anachronism be read into the works of the early Christian writers. 
From this perspective, if Saint Justin is a precursor of Christian humanism 
and of Christian philosophy, he must be understood to be only a precursor. 
The purpose of this essay is threefold: to examine the sense in which 
Saint Justin could regard himself as a “Christian philosopher,” to point 
out in his writings some elements which in fact are foreshadowings of 
that Christian philosophy and humanism which we have begun to under- 
stand more fully in our own times, and finally to reflect upon the real 


vocation of Saint Justin. 
* 


Without doubt, Saint Justin considered himself a philosopher, as he 
makes clear in the early part of his Dialogue with Trypho; and he also 
believed that in becoming a Christian he had reached the fulfillment of 


videtur generatio splendoris a luce, transferenda est mens ad generationem 
aeternam, et sic de aliis, Psalm.: Delectasti me, Domine, in factura tua. Bene 
ergo dicit: Nos vevelata facie contemplantes transformamur a claritate in 
claritatem in eamdem imaginem tamquam a Domini Spinitu.” 

17 Tbid., Princ., Coll. I, 17: ‘““Et nota quod est scientia faciens scire per 
veritatem inconcussam, infallibilem, incorruptibilem, quae est per contem- 
plationem Creatoris in creaturis iterum rediens in Creatorem. Haec dicitur 
lignum vitae, de qua Ioan. 16, 28: Exivi, inquit, a Patre et vent in mundum; 
iterum velinquo mundum et vado ad Patrem. Est scientia per contemplationem 
Creatoris ad creaturas et ibi sistens, quae est occasio mortis. Unde dicitur 
lignum vetitum.”’ 

18 In my view, Maritain and Gilson, though not agreeing in every point, 
have in general come near an adequate understanding of the meaning of 
“Christian philosophy.’’ See Maritain’s Essay on Christian Philosophy, 
New York, 1955, and Science and Wisdom, New York, 1940, and Gilson’s 
The Spirit of Medieval Philosophy, New York, 1936, and The Christian Philos- 
ophy of St. Thomas Aquinas, New York, 1956. 

19 See, for example, Maritain’s Tvue Humanism, London, 1946. 
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his philosophical quest,2° since he “‘found this philosophy alone to be 
safe and profitable.’’2! If the distinction beween philosophy and the 
Christian doctrine, between reason and faith, which has been clarified 
over the course of many centuries is to be preserved, it is necessary to 
inquire concerning the meaning of philosophy for Saint Justin; obviously 
it cannot mean the same to him as it does to us in the light of our clear 
distinction between reason and faith. 

In fact, it is not difficult to discover what philosophy was to Saint 
Justin; for besides scattered observations as to what philosophy is, 
he has also given us the account of his own philosophical development 
in the Dialogue with Trypho. We discover, even at the beginning of the 
First Apology, that he is a man wholly committed to the truth and to 
living according to the truth.2* This devotion to the truth and the desire 
to live according to it stands out in Justin’s philosophical autobiography. 
It is because he regards philosophy as “the knowledge of that which 
really exists, and a clear perception of the truth,”’?* that he is a philos- 
opher. It is only through such philosophical knowledge that he can hope 
to live his life in a prudent manner and so arrive at happiness.*4 Philos- 
ophy is therefore not only knowledge but wisdom.?° 

But philosophy is wisdom precisely because, for him even if not 
for many other philosophers,?® philosophy alone leads us to God.?? 
Saint Justin began his philosophical search for truth precisely in order 
that he might come to know God. This is evident from his behavior as he 
went from one philosophical school to another. He tells us first of his 
dealings with a certain Stoic: 

Being at first desirous of personally conversing with one of these men, 
I surrendered myself to a certain Stoic; and having spent a considerable 


time with him, when I had not acquired any further knowledge of God 


(for he did not know himself, and said such instruction was unnecessary), 
T left him . . .28 


20 Dialogue with Trypho, chapter 8. ANF, I, 198. PG, t. 6, c. 492. 

21 Loc. cit.: «tabdtny povyny eiptoxoyv prrocoglav copary te xal ovupopov.» 

22 First Apology, chapters 2—3. ANF, I, p. 163. PG, t. 6, cc. 329—331. 

23 Dialogue with Trypho, chapter 3. ANF, I, p. 196. PG, t. 6, c. 481. 
«Dirocogta usv jy Séyo, emrotHun éotl tod dvtog xal tod aAnPotic Ertyvasic.» 

"4 Ibid., c. 480: «’Avev 8& qrdrocoptacg xal deSod Adyou odx &Y tw Trap|eth 
ppdvynotc.» C. 481: «“H odv prdccopta edSatoviav moret; Zon brotvyav exeivoc. 
Kai podrrota, pny eva, xal wdvy.» 

25 Loc. cit.: devdarpovia 8& tadins tig émrotnuys ual THs coplac yépauc.» 

#6 Tbid., chapter 1. ANF, I, p. 194. PG, t. 6, c. 473. 

27 Loc. cit.: “H od todto epyov goth prdrocoplac, etaCer mepl tod Setov;» 
Ibid., chapter 2. ANF, I, p.195. PG, t.6, c. 476: «Eott yap 7H dvte prdocogla 
LEYLOTOV XTHUM, KUL TLULLMTATOV Ded, h Te TeocKyer xal cuvtoTnow Huss wdvy"» 

28 [bid., c. 477: CHya te, nar’ d&pyac obta ody xal adtd>¢ cupBarety tobtTOV 
évl, érédoxa, Euavtoy Lrwixd tit xal Sratelbas txavdv yer” adtob yedvov, ézel 
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This text is doubly noteworthy. First, it reveals that what Saint 
Justin was seeking even from his first instructor was some knowledge 
of God. Second, it indicates that he already had some knowledge of God 
even prior to his lessons in Stoicism. Whence did this prior knowledge 
come? As Puech suggests,?® it seems impossible here to discount the 
influence of his early environment. Justin was born in Flavia Neapolis 
(Sichem) in Palestine. Surely it is impossible to imagine that he remained 
in utter ignorance of Jewish monotheism, the evidence of which sur- 
rounded him. It is perhaps this early familiarity with the idea of one 
God that stimulated his determination to come to some fuller knowledge 
of God. Unlike many other men, who allow the beginnings of reflection 
on the ultimate things to be stifled by their preoccupation with the 
business and pleasure of life, he may have been prodded on to further 
reflection by his experience of this people bearing witness to the being 
and demands of God. In any event, he came to philosophy seeking more 
than mere knowledge; he came seeking a religion. 


After an unpleasant experience with a Peripatetic who wanted tuition 
money for his lessons, Justin next approached a Pythagorean.®° Here 
another feature of Saint Justin’s search for truth and knowledge of God 
emerges. Although he was sent away by this Pythagorean because of his 
lack of preparation in preliminary subjects (music, astronomy, and 
geometry), he was not overly displeased because, as he says: “‘reflecting 
again on the space of time during which I would have to linger over those 
branches of learning, I was not able to endure longer procrastination.’’3* 
Saint Justin not only wanted to learn about God; he wanted to learn 
in a hurry. He speaks of the “‘distress”’ of his being.8* He was desperately 
anxious to attain this truth, yet he knew not how to reach it. 


At this point he turned to the Platonists, and spent as much time 
as he could with one of them.** He tells us: 


... I progressed, and made the greatest improvements daily. And the 
perception of immaterial things quite overpowered me, and the contempla- 
tion of ideas furnished my mind with wings, so that in a little while I supposed 


ovdév mAEOV eylverd wot tepl Deod (obde yap adtd¢ Hrlotato, Oddé dvayxatav EAcye 
sadtny elvat Thy uadnow), TobTOV Lev anNAALYNY,» 

29 Puech, op. cit., pp. 50, 144. 

30 Dialogue with Trypho, loc. cit. 

81 Toc. cit.: «“Iddw te tov ypdvov oxorGyv bv kuedAov éxtptBew mepl éxeiva 
ta padhuata, odx jveryouny elo uaxpdy &rotLDépevoc.» 

32 Toc. cit.: “Ev dunyavig dé pov Svtoc,» 

33 Loc. cit. 
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that I had become wise; and such was my stupidity, I expected forthwith 
to look upon God, for this is the end of Plato’s philosophy.** 


Again we see here the dominant spirit of Saint Justin in his philo- 
sophizing. Why has his enthusiasm been so enkindled ? It is because the 
Platonic philosophy has led him, as he thinks, to the understanding of 
immaterial things, and close, as he believes, to the immediate contem- 
plation of God Himself. Saint Justin at this point, as well as in his earlier 
development, is a man who thirsts for the absolute, for being, for God. 
It is not mere curiosity but a passion and an anxiety that drive him on.%> 
So great is his concern, so intense his zeal for the truth, that he retires 
from human society in order to reflect and ponder in undisturbed silence.6 

It is one day while he is in the midst of such solitary recollection that 
he meets an old man who first engages him in philosophical discussion 
and then reveals to him that “‘There existed, long before this time, certain 
men more ancient than all those who are esteemed philosophers, both 
righteous and beloved by God, who spoke by the Divine Spirit . . . Their 
writings are still extant, and he who has read them is very much helped 
in his knowledge of the beginning and end of things, and of those matters 
which the philosopher ought to know, provided he has believed them.’’3? 
But this faith that is needed is not to be gained except through prayer, 
for it is a gift of God. “But pray that, above all things, the gates of light 
may be opened to you; for these things cannot be perceived or understood 
by all, but only by the man to whom God and His Christ have imparted 
wisdom.’’38 


SS LOCa line Ampoexortoy, ual tAetotov 6oov Exdorns Hueeacg exedidovv. Kat we 
feet opddpa 7 Tay dooudtov vonotc, xal u) Sewpla tay ide@v averrtépov wor THY 
ppovnowy, oAtyou Te evroc Xedvou Suny o0pdG yeyovéevar, xal Ord Braxetag nAmiCov 
adotina xatdveodar tov Sedv' toDTO Yao TEAS TH¢ LAd&twvos prrAocoglac.» 

85 Saint Justin’s attitude reminds one of Raissa Maritain’s description 
of Pascal: 

“What most drew me to Pascal was his sense of the abyss, of the abyss 
he had so narrowly avoided; his perception of the giddiness and despair which 
must seize every man worthy of the name to whom certainty is refused; 
it was that he had experienced to the point of anguish the need for the truth 
if he was to live, the necessity of the absolute to which his soul might cling.” 
From We Have Been Friends Together, New York, 1942, p. 99. 

38 Dialogue with Trypho, chapter Bi, JAIME AL P- 195. EG: it OmGe 477: «(Kal 
ov o3TM< Siaxerevon, émel ES0EE Tote TOMAS Ape whas Enon dyjvat, xal TOV THY 
avIpwToy cArcelvat T&TOV, etopevdUNY Elc Th ywetov od axed Sardoons. » 

ST ODr Cit, chapter 77. INE oa pe HO Sema Cry CON Ce ages « "Byéevovrd TLVEG 
TPO TOAAOD xpdvov TUVTWOY TOUTOV TAY vourtoueveay sae a THAKLOTEPOL, 
waxdceror, ual Straror, xal Seoprreic, Jeto Trved Lat! AwANouvteEs . 

Lvyyedumarae dé adtay Ett xab viv Stocuévet, wal Zor evrvydvra robrons TASLOTOV 
copednD7vat xal tepl dpyav ual meol téAouc, ual Ov yeh eldévar tov prddcogov, 
TLOTEVOMYTO exelvotc. » 

38 Loc. ctt.: (Eb you dé cor Tp0 TAVTOV POTOG dvoux Savor TOAGG" od yap 

ovuvoTt& ovdé ovvvonta méoly gotty, el un To Fedo 3G ovviévan xal 6 Xerotds adtod.» 
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Saint Justin says that this old man also told him many other things 
as well, and then describes in a beautiful, clear, and concise passage his 
reception of the gift of faith: “But straightway a flame was kindled in 
my soul; and a love of the prophets, and of those men who are friends 
of Christ, possessed me; and whilst revolving his words in my mind, 
I found this philosophy alone to be safe and profitable. Thus, and for this 
reason, I am a philosopher.’’® 

Three points appear in this brief account of his conversion. First, one 
is struck by the high degree of affectivity in his experience, proceeding 
both from his joy at coming upon what he has so long sought and from 
his relief at the cessation of his long struggle toward the light. Second, 
his conversion is not just the acceptance of a doctrine but a personal 
movement toward friendship with Christ, in so far as he is possessed 
by a love of the prophets and of those men who are friends of Christ. 
Third, he considers his embracing of Christian life to be the embracing 
of a philosophy, which again indicates that for him philosophy is more 
than a matter of mere knowledge but also a matter of life according to the 
truth. 

It should be clear from what we have just said that for Saint Justin 
philosophy is characterized not so much by its being a work of reason 
as by its being a search for and attainment of the truth, the ultimate 
truth, the truth about God and man which also enables man to lead 
a good life so as to come to happiness. Thus, for him, the Christian 
doctrine appears as above all worthy of the name “philosophy;”’ for it 
gives him precisely what he has been seeking for so long and so far failed 
to find among the pagan philosophers. 

Still, if he calls Christianity a philosophy, he fully realizes that it is 
of a new order in relation to the earlier pagan philosophies; it is essenti- 
ally superior to them, as full knowledge is superior to a mere glimpse,*® 
and as communion and likeness are superior to the mere seed and copy.*! 


39 Tbid, chapter 8. ANF, I, p. 198. PG, t. 6, c. 492: CHyod 88 mapayejua 
mip év tH bux avqnpdy, nal Lows eyer we THY TeOPHTay, xal Tdv dvdedyv éxetvov 
ot clor Xorotot trou diaAroyrCduevdc te medG guavtov Todbs Adyous adtOd, TadbTHY 
wdvnv eietoxov @tdocoplay dopary te xal abupopov. Ottasg dy xal dic Tatra 
prrdaogos eyed.» 

40 Second Apology, chapter 10. ANF, I, p. 19. PG, t. 6, c. 460: «(Meyarerd- 
sepa uev obv méons dvopwretov SidacxaAlac patveta, tH Huetepu... “Oca yao 
wares adel epdéyEavto ual edoov of prAocophoavtes 7) vouodetnoavtec, xata Adyou 
uspos evpécemg xal Dewptacg goth movynVévta adtoic. “Hein dé ob mavta ta tod 
Adyou 2yvapicay, b¢ got: Xprotbc, xal evavtia Exvtotc morAAdutc elrov.» 

41 Op. cit., chapter 13. ANF, I, p. 19. PG, t. 6, c. 468: «“Etepov yép gore 
orépu.a tivdc xal ulunua xat& Sdvautv Sodev, xal Erepov abtd ob xata ydeLv Thy 
ar’ éxetvov 7 wetovola xal ulunous yivetat.» 
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The seed and copy here is the reflection of Christ as the Logos in the 
universe, capable of being seen by human reason, which we shall consider 
later, while the communion and likeness is the union with and imitation 
of Christ which can only be gained through divine grace.*# Again, while 
knowledge of God is most difficult for a mere man to obtain, as Socrates 
testified, Christ taught on His own authority, that is, as more than an 
ordinary man.*? Moreover, “‘no one trusted in Socrates so as to die for 
this doctrine, but in Christ, who was partially known even by Socrates 
..., not only philosophers and scholars believed, but also artisans and 
people entirely uneducated, despising both glory, and fear, and death; 
for His doctrine is the power of the ineffable Father, and not the mere 
instrument of human reason.’’44 Reason is itself inadequate for attaining 
the truth about God; therefore there is need of faith and revelation.*® 
Those higher truths “‘concerning the immortality of the soul, or punish- 
ments after death, or contemplation of things heavenly, or doctrines of 
the like kind” in fact were learned by pagan sages only through the 
Jews and their prophets.*® And yet all that a philosopher does seek to 
know about God can be gained from Christ, as Saint Justin has indicated 
in his account of his conversion. 


* 


But if the Christian revelation is something radically new, and far 
superior to the old pagan philosophy, this does not mean that the 
former philosophy lacked all understanding of the truth. For Christ is 
“the Word, who also was with Him and was begotten before the works, 


42 Toc. cit. For the clear identification of Christ as the Logos, see First 
Apology, chapter 46, and Second Apology, chapters 6, 8, 10, and 13. All these 
texts will be considered below. 


43 Second Apology, chapter 10. ANF, I, p. 191. PG, t. 6, c. 461: «A 6 
huétepog Xerotbs dua tH¢ Exvtod Suvapews emoake.» 

44 Toc. cit. | have reproduced the translation of the ANF except after 
the semicolon, where it does not seem a faithful representation of the Greek. 
«(Uoxpadtet wev yao oddelc Emroted)y, dep ToUTOV TOD Sé6yuUaTOS &TODVHOKELW’ XeLtota 
d2 tH nal bd Doxpdtove and rspove yuwoREvtt . . . od PrAdcoqor Odd MLAdAOYoL 
wdvoy Errelodnoav, dAAK ual yerpotéyvan, xal mavTeAds tdradtar, xal SdEns xal pdBov 
xal Davatov xatappovyjoavtec’ Ered) Sivayte ott tod a&d6qtov Ilatedc, xal odyxt 
avdpwmelov Adyou Ta oxedy.» 

45 Dialogue with Trypho, chapter 7. ANF, I, p. 198. PG, t. 6, c. 492. He 
does not say in so many words that reason is inadequate here, but this is 
the general drift of chapter 7. 

48 First Apology, chapter 44. ANF, I, p.177. PG, t. 6, c. 396: «IIpeaButepo¢ 
yao Mwofic xat mavtwv tay év “HAnot ovyypapéwv’ xal mavra bon trepl dodavactac 
Puyx7s, 7) TluMpeLay thy peta Fdevatov, 7) Dewelacs odpaviey, 7 THY duolwv Soyudtoy, 
xa prrdcopor xal mountal Epacav, map THv TEOPHTaY tas &popUas AnBdvTEc, 
xal vonou, SedvvyvtTat, xal sEnynoavto’» 
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when at first He created and arranged all things by Him.’’4? Moreover, 
there is a seed of this Word in every man; for “all the writers were able 
to see realities darkly through the indwelling seed of the implanted 
word.’’*8 Whenever men see anything of the truth, they see something 
of this Word; and when they live according to the truth, according to 
reason, they are living according to the Word and therefore are in some 
real sense Christians. 


... He is the Word of whom every race of men were partakers; and those 
who lived reasonably are Christians, even though they have been thought 
atheists; as, among the Greeks, Socrates and Heraclitus, and men like them; 
and among the barbarians, Abraham and Ananias, and Azarias, and Misael, 
and Elias, and many others.. .4° 

For whatever either lawgivers or philosophers uttered well, they elaborat- 
ed by finding and contemplating some part of the Word.®° 

For each man spoke well in so far as he saw something similar through 
a share of the divine spermatic word.*! 


But because the pagans are seeing only in part what Christians see 
as a whole, what they know is even more the property of Christians. 
“Whatever things were rightly said among all men, are the property of 
us Christians.’’52 This is an anticipation of the dictum, ““Omne verum, a 
quocumque dicatur, a Spiritu Sancto est,’’ which will express a little better 
something of the fundamental spirit of Christian humanism, with its 
openness to all that is true and good in the natural order. But Saint 
Justin is not so much concerned here to lay the foundations for Christian 
humanism as to stress the ability of Christianity to accept all that is 
true in the pagan philosophy even while it rejects the errors of this 
philosophy. 


47 Second Apology, chapter 6. ANF, I, p. 190. PG, t. 6, c. 453: «6 Adyog 
Ted THY Tornudtov xal ovvoy xal yevvouevoc, Ste thy apyhy dv adtod mavta 
Zxtice xal éxdounoe » 

48 Tbid., chapter 13. ANF, I, p. 193. PG, t.6, c. 468. Again, I have 
slightly altered the translation. «Oi yap ovyypapetc mavteg dic tio evobons 
éugdtov Tod Adyou Gropéic &uvdpdc edbvavto dpgv ta Svta.» 

49 Fivst Apology, chapter 46. ANF, I, p. 178. PG, t. 6, c. 397: “Adyov dvta, 
od may yévog avdeaTov Uetécye’ xal of weTa AdyoU Bidoavtes yorottavol clot, xdv 
&eor évoutodnoav: ofov év “HAAnor wsv Loxpartysg xab ‘HodxdAeutoc, xal of Sworor 
adtoic év BapBdpoysg dt ABeadu, xal “Avaviac, xal “ACaptac, xat Muoana, xa 
"HAtac, xal &AAOL TOAAOL 

50 Second Apology, chapter 10. ANF, I, p. 191. PG, t. 6, c. 460: «"Ooa 
yap “ards cel epdeyEavto xal edpov of prAocopHoauvtes 7) vouodeTHoavtec, nate 
Aédyov pépog ebpécems ual Dewptac Eoti movnIévta wdtotc.» ’ 

51 Op. cit., chapter 13. PG, t. 6, C. 465: «Exaotog ydp tig dd pépoug tod 
orepuatixod delov Adyov to ovyyevéc Opdiv, nadéde EpdeyEato.» 

The translation given in the text is mine. 

52 Toc. cit., ANF, I, p. 193. «Oca obv mapa mor xaradc elpytat, HuUdY Ta 
Yerotiavay éott.» 
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The pagan thinkers contemplate Christ the Word in a dimmer light 
than do the Christians,®? but that they are in fact contemplating and 
even following (to the extent that they live according to reason) Christ 
is confirmed by a comparison drawn by Saint Justin. He notes that, just 
as the Christians are being persecuted for following the truth, so also 
were the wise and just pagans®4 such as Socrates.55 This he attributes 
to the demons, who are enemies of all who seek to live according to the 
truth.6 And yet they must hate those who live according to the whole 
truth even more than those who live according to only a part of the 
truth; therefore the Christians are hated and persecuted even more than 
were the good pagans. °*? 

As has already been indicated, Saint Justin’s concept and vision of 
good pagans contemplating and living according to the Word even in 
their natural activity does in fact contain in a germinal way the central 
idea of Christian philosophy and of Christian humanism in general. But 
Saint Justin himself does not develop this theme at all; his main interest 
does not seem to be in this direction at all. In fact, he shows very little 
evidence of being a philosopher in the modern sense of that term, or 
even in the sense in which the pagans of Greece and Rome understood 
that term, at least as regards the more intellectually respectable of the 
philosophers. He came to philosophy looking for a religion; and, when 
he found the religion he was looking for, he called it a philosophy, since 
it was found at the end of, though not because of, his philosophical in- 
vestigation. If we attempt to see him as a philosopher, and to judge him 
by the criteria of the philosophers even of his own day, he is found to 
have serious limitations. 


First, there is very little testimony or evidence of any philosophical 
attainment in his writings.°§ Second, he shows himself as unwilling to go 
through the course of preliminary studies in music, astronomy, and 
geometry that were demanded by the Pythagorean philosopher he 
consulted. He knew what he wanted — the knowledge of God. There is no 
reason to suppose that he went back to studies of lesser importance later, 


53 Ibid., chapter 8. ANF, I, p. 190. PG, t. 6, c. 457. See also ibid., chapter 
1o. ANF, I, p. 190. PG, t. 6, cc. 460—461. 

54 Fiyst Apology, chapter 46; Second Apology, chapters 8, 10. ANF, I, 
pp. 178, 191. PG, t. 6, cc. 397, 457—46I. 

55 Second Apology, chapter 10. ANF, I, p. 191. PG, t. 6, cc. 460—461. 

28iO Prot achapter 6, ANE, Lp eros ieG,ac. 6) (Ch ai57. 

57 Loc. ct. 

58 Nor does Eusebius speak of any writings of Saint Justin other than 
those concerning the faith and its defense. Cf. Ecclesiastical History, Book 
IV, chapter 11. PG, t. 20, cc. 329—331. 
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and strong reason (from the writings which have come down to us) 
to suspect that he occupied himself with thinking through the contents 
of his faith in the manner of a primitive theologian and an apologist. 
He himself does not have a great deal of confidence in the power of 
reason in regard to the ultimate questions of philosophy, as is shown by 
his readiness to attribute whatever knowledge the philosophers did gain 
in these matters to some supposed acquaintance of theirs with the 
writings of the Jews. 

But if Saint Justin does not reveal himself as a philosopher in the 
ancient or modern sense of that term, if he is not one who seeks to 
attain wisdom merely through the exercise of rational thought, if he is 
not even a Christian philosopher contemplating being as the reflection 
and sacrament of the Word, what is he? 


* 


Saint Justin has in fact avoided at once both the anti-humanism of 
the Montanists and the hyper-intellectualism of the Gnostics; but he is 
still not so much a Christian philosopher as a Christian apologist, preacher 
of the word of God, and incipient theologian. Such philosophical knowl- 
edge as he had is not directed toward the deeper rational understanding 
of the world as the reflection and sacrament of the Word, which would be 
Christian philosophy, but rather toward the rational penetration, pro- 
pagation, and defense of the actually revealed truth. From this view- 
point, he is no longer the model for Christian intellectualism in its assimi- 
lation of all natural knowledge to the knowledge of the Word. Such 
intellectualism is much more than the rational penetration and defense 
of the actually revealed; it is the contemplation of all creatures as a 
means to an ever-deepening, loving understanding of the riches of the 
Word of God, thus a true participation in our last end even here below. 


What then was the vocation of Saint Justin ? Was it not first himself 
to find the God Who had called him and then to share this discovery 
with others, to help them to find God through his missionary and apologe- 
tical activity ? There isa great gulf between this vocation and the vocation 
of the Christian philosopher, which is not transcended through merely 
setting up a “‘school.’”’ The former vocation is mainly active while the 
latter is primarily contemplative; though the love of God is at the root 
of both, they are not the same. It may be argued that even the vocation 
of the Christian philosopher is in its way apostolic and therefore can 
in some manner be synthesized (not without continuing tension) with the 
first. But there is far too little evidence of this synthesis in Saint Justin. 
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Saint Justin’s sympathy with the truth and goodness in the pagans 
before him did not fructify into a Christian humanism but was rather 
directed toward a more effective contact with the pagan world, in order 
the more easily to lead this world to Christ. The time was far from ripe 
for the flowering of a Christian humanism, but it did call for a certain 
sympathy on the part of the Christians for what was good and worthy 
of preservation in paganism. And yet the significance of Saint Justin 
as a precursor of such Christian humanism and Christian philosophy 
remains. He did not turn away, as did his disciple Tatian, from the 
riches of natural human culture. Grace was seen as a fulfillment and not 
an enemy of nature, leaving the way open for the assimilation of the 
natural into the dynamism of supernatural life. And the insights of 
Saint Justin would recur later and be developed more fully in the un- 
folding of Christian culture. 


JOSEPH J. SIKORA, S.J. 


West Baden College, 
West Baden Springs, Indiana 


SCOTUS AND OCKHAM 
ON THE INFINITY OF THE MOST EMINENT BEING 


One of the major points of dispute between Duns Scotus (1265 ?— 
1308) and William of Ockham (c. 1290—1347) concerns the question 
of whether the existence of God can be proved in natural philosophy. 
The question is of special interest since Ockham in his Quodlibeta 
directly discusses certain important arguments employed by Scotus and 
thus provides us with an exceptionally good opportunity to discover 
the exact nature of the issues dividing them. In this paper I shall limit 
myself to the question of whether the most eminent thing is intensively 
infinite. ““The most eminent being” is a phrase generally synonomous 
with “the most perfect being,” “eminence” being a word usually reserved 
by medieval theologians for the divinity and indicating God’s vast 
superiority over his creation. 

Scotus and Ockham speak of intensive infinity rather than mere 
infinity, for they wanted to distinguish God’s infinity from any spatial 
or temporal magnitude. The question is whether God has something, 
such as power or perfection, to an infinite degree, not whether he is 
infinitely big or endures an infinite amount of time. 

This question is for Scotus a part of a very involved discussion of 
whether God exists. The subtle doctor begins by nominally defining 
“God” as “ens infinitum,’ and then he gives arguments that there 
exists a first efficient cause, a first final cause, and a most eminent 
being, and that these three are all the same being.' The next step is to 
show that such a being is infinite, and it is at that point that he discusses 
the subject of this paper. In none of these points does Scotus ever find 
arguments totally satisfying to him, and it is wrong to think of his 
position as clearly supporting the demonstrability of the existence of 
God in natural philosophy. It is more accurate to say that he tries to 


1 Ovd. I, d.2, pars 1, q. 1, 39 ff. All references to Scotus are from his 
Ordinatio or Opus Oxoniensts and refer to the recent and incomplete edition 
of this work prepared at the Vatican, viz.: Joannis Duns Scoti Opera Omnia, 
Praeside P. Carolo Balic, Civitas Vaticana, MCML. The number at the end 
of each reference is to the paragraph number in this edition. 
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give the most convincing arguments possible for such a thesis, while 
not neglecting to mention some of their weaknesses. 

Ockham’s account in his Quodlibeta is more critical. He takes Scotus’ 
arguments, scrutinizes them in the way that he thinks an Aristotelian 
philosopher would, and discovers greater weaknesses than Scotus ever 
imagined. The entire dispute shows how later medieval philosophy found 
crucial difficulties of a purely philosophical, and often logical nature, 
in philosophy’s forays into theology. 

In particular Ockham’s arguments reflect a more subtle interpretation 
of Aristotle’s treatment of infinity. Scotus and his thirteenth century 
predecessors believed that Aristotle had effectively shown the impossi- 
bility of an actually infinite spatial magnitude, but an infinite intensional 
magnitude, such as an infinite power, was believed to be possible if it 
belonged to something outside the physical world. The existence of a 
finite body with infinite power leads to contradiction on Aristotelian prin- 
ciples, but no impossibility results if the infinite power does not belong to 
a body. Aquinas remarks that if a finite body possessed an infinite power, 
motion would take place in an instant, which according to Aristotle is 
impossible.? Once outside the realm of bodies, Aristotle’s remarks on 
infinity were not thought to show any impossibility in the existence of 
something actually infinite. In fact Aquinas believed he could prove that 
the prime mover has infinite power,* and Scotus in the passages we shall 
be discussing argues that the first efficient cause has infinite power. 

As we shall see Ockham’s interpretation of Aristotle’s remarks on 
infinity shows that he thought of them as founding not just the physical 
impossibility of an infinite power, i. e. of a body’s possessing an infinite 
power, but as proving a logical contradiction in the very notion of an 
actual infinite. In this way Ockham can show that even the intensive 
infinity of God is an absurdity to the philosophers. 

The physical interpretation of Aristotle’s discussion of infinity in 
Physics III is evident in Averroes’ commentary on the Physics and 
again in that of Aquinas, although Aquinas recognized that Aristotle 
thought that an actually infinite multitude is impossible simply because 
of the logical impossibility of having an infinite number.‘ What has 
number is numerable, but something which is infinite is not numerable. 
Aquinas remarks that the argument is only “probable” because it might 
be denied that the multitude in question had any number, and therefore 


2 Summa Contra Gentiles, I, xx, Io. 3 Tbid., II. 
4 In Octo Libros Physicorum Aristotehis Expositio, III, 1. 7, p.175 in 
Marietti edition. 
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it need not be numerable. In his Quodlibeta we find that Ockham applied to 
intensive magnitudes much the same sort of reasoning as would be 
involved in showing that nothing numerable is infinite, and thus he 
brought to light objections to the infinity of God that evidently had 
escaped the notice of Scotus, Aquinas, and most earlier writers. 

Although the question of whether in fact Aristotle’s refutation of 
an actual infinite is based solely on physical considerations, or whether 
it is fundamentally a logical objection, will not concern us here, it is 
noteworthy that a modern student of the Philosopher, Abraham Edel, 
has shown considerable puzzlement over the problem, while concluding 
that the logical considerations are uppermost in Aristotle’s mind.® If 
Edel is correct, and I believe he is, Ockham presents us with a truer 
version of Aristotle than that possessed by Scotus or Aquinas and thus 
a truer version of the oppositions between Christian theology and 
Aristotelian philosophy on the question of the divine infinity. 

The following discussion will draw mainly upon two sources: (I) Or- 
dinatio I, dist. 2, pars I, q. I, 131—144, of Scotus; (2) Quodlibet VII, 
q. 21 of Ockham, the latter being a discussion of the arguments given 
in the former. 

Scotus offers one basic argument to show that the most eminent 
being is intensively infinite. It is deceptively simple to state: 

. .. the proposed thesis is shown by way of eminence; and I argue as follows: 
It is incompossible with the most eminent being that something is more per- 
fect, as was clear before; but it is not incompossible with a finite thing that 
there is something more perfect.® 

It is not possible that something be more perfect than the most eminent 
thing. But it is possible that something be more perfect than any finite 
thing. Therefore, the most eminent thing is not finite. Almost all of 
Scotus’ discussion is an attempt to prove the minor premise by showing 
that an infinite being is not a contradictory notion. However, Ockham, 
proving more subtle than the subtle doctor himself, offers a refutation 
of the proof without discussing this further point. The argument here 
is an example of the best dialectical and logical skill found in medieval 
philosophy.” , 

5 Aristotle’s as of the Infinite, pp. 51 ff. 

6 Item quarto propositum ostenditur per viam eminentiae, et arguo 
sic: eminentissimo incompossibile est aliquid esse perfectius, sicut prius 
patet; finito autem non est incompossibile esse aliquid perfectius. —- Scotus, 
Orde lndi22-patpGety ts i. 

7 Ockham, Quodl. vii, q. 21, reply to Scotus’ Ist argument. All the 


references to this question are from Quodlibeta Septem, Tvactatus de Sacra- 
mento Altaris, Strasbourg, 1491, Reimpression en fac-simile, Louvain, 1962. 
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He states Scotus’ syllogism thus: 


In dist. ii. Scotus takes the affirmative that it is proved first of all as 
follows: To the most eminent being it is impossible that something is more 
perfect, but to no finite thing is it impossible that something is more perfect. 
Therefore, the most eminent being is infinite.® 


which accurately restates Scotus’ argument. 


He replies to Scotus: 


To Scotus’ argument I answer: To the first I say that according to the 
philosophers that major must be distinguished according to composition 
and division, just as this: ‘It is impossible for something sitting to walk.” 
In the composite sense it is true, and this is its meaning: This proposition 
is impossible, ‘‘“Something is more perfect than the most eminent being.” 
And then the syllogism is invalid, just as the following is invalid: 


It is impossible for anything sitting to walk. 
For nothing with healthy feet is it impossible to walk. 
Therefore, nothing with healthy feet is sitting: 


when the major is taken in the composite sense. 


But if the major is taken in the divided sense, then further we must 
distinguish concerning repugnance, because that a greater is repugnant to 
something is able to be by reason of its quantity, insofar as it is so much, 
or by reason of its nature, insofar as it is of a certain nature. Example: To 
the eternal motion it is repugnant that there is a greater insofar as it is so 
much, but not insofar as it is of such a nature, because the whole and the 
part are of the same nature, to which part it is certain that it is not repugnant 
that there be a greater. 


To the proposed thesis I say according to the philosophers, that the 
major is true in the divided sense, once it is understood that the repugnance 
is in respect of nature insofar as it is a nature of this sort. For just as to God 
it is repugnant in respect of his nature, insofar as it is a nature of this sort, 
that He is from something else, so also it is repugnant to him that something 
be greater than him. But if one speaks of repugnance in respect of quantity, 
insofar as it is so much, according to the philosophers, the major must be 
denied. But if one takes the major in the first way, as it is true in the divided 
sense and is repugnant in respect of nature, so the minor taken in the same 
way is false.® 


8 Tenet Scotus quod sic, dist. ii., quod probatur primo sic: Eminen- 
tissimo impossibile est esse aliquid perfectius, sed nullo finito est impossibile 
aliquid esse perfectius; ergo eminentissimum est infinitum. — ibid., Ist 
affirmative argument. 


® Ad rationem Scoti respondeo. Ad primam dico quod secundum philo- 
sophos illa maior est distinguenda secundum compositionem et divisionem, 
sicut ista: “‘Sedentem impossibile est ambulare.”” In sensu composito vera 
est. Et est ille intellectus eius: Haec propositio est impossibile, ‘‘Eminen- 
tissimo est aliquid perfectius.”” Et tunc non valet syllogismus, sicut nec iste: 
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Ockham takes for the moment the position of ‘‘the philosophers” 
that there is not any infinite being and proceeds to show that their 
opinion cannot be disproved by Scotus’ method. Just who these men are 
Ockham refers to can only be generally stated as those who accepted 
the doctrines of Aristotle in the realm of natural philosophy. In other 
words Ockham gives as the opinions of ‘‘the philosophers” what he 
believed were the opinions of Aristotle on the subject at hand. 

The discussion rests on Ockham’s analysis of modal propositions 
and the application of it to the argument in question. According to 
Ockham in his Summa Logicae, pars tertiae prima, any proposition 


containing some sort of modal word (e. g. “necessary,” “‘possible,” etc.) 


can be interpreted in two ways: 


... when the statement of a proposition is accompanied by a mode, that 
proposition must be distinguished as to composition and division or as to 
ambiguity. In the composite sense it is meant that that mode is predicated 
of that whole proposition; in the divided sense it is meant that the predicate 
is predicated of a subject, where the mediating verb has been determined 
by such a mode or the mediating verb is such a modal.!° 


In the composite sense the modal word is thought of as predicated 
of a certain proposition and describing the sense in which that propo- 
sition is true. Thus if we have the proposition, “It is possible that a white 


Omnem sedentem impossibile est ambulare. 
Nullum sanum pedibus est impossibile ambulare. 
Ergo, nullum sanum pedibus est sedens. 

accepta maiore in sensu compositionis. 

Si autem sumatur maior in sensu diviso, tunc ulterius distinguendum 
est de repugnantia, quia alicui repugnare esse maius potest esse ratione 
suae quantitatis inquantum est tantus, vel ratione suae naturae inquantum 
est talis natura. Exemplum: Motui aeterno repugnat esse maiorem inquan- 
tum tantus est, sed non inquantum talis naturae, quia etusdem naturae est 
totus motus et pars, cui parti certum est quod non repugnat maiorem esse. 

Ad propositum dico secundum philosophos quod maior est vera in sensu 
diviso, intelligendo de repugnantia respectu naturae inquantum natura 
huiusmodi est. Sicut enim, deo repugnat respectu naturae suae inquantum 
natura huiusmodi est, quod sit ab alio, ita etiam repugnat sibi quod aliquid 
sit maius eo. Sed loquendo de repugnantia respectu quantitatis inquantum 
tanta est, neganda est maior secundum philosophos. Sed capiendo maiorem 
primo modo, sic vera est in sensu diviso et repugnat ratione naturae, sic 


minor eodem mddo sumpta est falsa. — ibid., reply to first affirmative 
argument. 
10 |. . quando dictum propositionis ponitur cum modo illa propositio 


est distinguenda secundum compositionem et divisionem vel secundum 
amphibologiam. In sensu compositionis denotatur, quod ille modus praedi- 
cetur de illa propositione tota; in sensu divisionis denotatur quod praedica- 
tum praedicetur de subiecto mediante verbo determinatio per talem modum 
vel mediante verbo tali modali. — Ockham, Summa Logicae, pars tertiae 
prima, 20, ed. Boehner, (1962). p. 375. 
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thing is black.”, what is meant is that it is possible that the proposition 
‘“‘A white thing is black.” is true, and in that sense the modal proposition 
is false, for nothing can be white and black at the same time. But in 
the divided sense we have the somewhat similarly phrased proposition, 
“A white thing is possibly black.’”’ Here the modal word serves as an 
adverb modifying the copulative and indicates the manner in which 
the predication is made. This proposition implies only the following: 
“Something is white and that thing could be black.’’, which is a true 
conjunction for many things. 


“A white thing is possibly black.’”’ is equivalent to this copulative: 
“Something is white and that thing is possibly black.’’!! 


In modern parlance the difference would be expressed as two ways 
of construing the scope of the modal operator. In the above example 
where ““<”’ is the sign of possibility, ““Fx’’ means “‘x is white,” and 
“Gx” means ‘x is black,” the composite sense would be 


ose (Ex. 'Gx)} 


The divided sense would be 
ax (Fx . © [Gx]) 


Ockham takes Scotus’ argument and first analyzes it so that the 
major premise is taken in the composite sense. He does not specify how 
the minor premise is to be taken, but his remarks are applicable whether 
the minor is composite or divided. 


A. 1. It is not possible that there is something more perfect than the most 
eminent being. 


A. 2. It is possible that something is more perfect than any finite thing. 
(Or, for any finite thing it is possible that something is more perfect 
than it.) 


A. 3. Therefore, what is most eminent is not finite. 


The premises are both true, but the argument is invalid. To show 
that it is invalid Ockham considers an argument of similar form where 
both premises are evidently true, but the conclusion is false. 


B. 1. It is not possible that something sitting is walking. 


B. 2. It is possible that anything with healthy feet is walking. (or, for any- 
thing with healthy feet it is possibly walking.) 


B. 3. Therefore, nothing having healthy feet is sitting. 


, 


11 “Album potest esse nigrum.’’ aequivalet isti copulativae: ‘‘Aliquid 
est album et illud potest esse nigrum.’’ — loc. cit., p. 378. 
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That the arguments are similar in form can be seen by symbolization 
where “Pxy”’ means “*x is more perfect than y,” “Ex” means ‘‘x is most 
eminent,’ and “Fx” means “‘x is finite.” Scotus’ argument reads 


A.1'. ~ © [ax (Ex. ay (Pyx))] 

A. 2". © [(x) (Fx > dy (Pyx))] or (x) (Fx > © [4 y (Pyx)]) 

ING, BY5 (6¢) (dee Srl Be) 

Where “‘Sx’”’ means “‘x is sitting,’ ““Wx’’ means ‘‘x is walking,’ and 
“Hx” means “‘x has healthy feet,”’ then argument B reads 


B. 1’. ~ © [x (Sx . Wx)] 


OG) (Ee eVWVex) orn (x) (Hixa =) [iWex))) 
BSS Co) (Sx Eiex) 


w 
n 


Scotus’ argument (argument A) can be obtained from argument B by 
proper substitution, and, therefore, if B is invalid so is Scotus’ argument. 
The invalidity can be intuitively grasped by noting that even if some- 
thing which is most perfect is in fact finite, the proposition, “Something 
is more perfect than what is most perfect,” could still be logically or 
necessarily false, and the proposition, “Something is more perfect than 
any finite thing,” could still be possibly true in the sense that it is not 
necessarily true that something which is most perfect is finite. 


So much for the argument when the major is in the composite sense. 
What if it is in the divided sense? Scotus’ syllogism now reads: 


C. 1. What is most eminent is not possibly exceeded in perfection. 
C. 2. Any finite thing is possibly exceeded in perfection. 
C. 3. Therefore, no most eminent being is finite. 


(I omit here a composite sense for the minor since it is apparent that 
Ockham’s remarks are not applicable to that case, for the syllogism 
with a composite minor would be invalid, whereas Ockham wants to 
consider the case where the syllogism is valid.) 

This syllogism is valid, but, Ockham claims, one or the other of the 
premises is inevident. There are two possible senses, he says of “being 
exceeded.” One sense refers to quantity, so that the major premise means 
that the quantity of a most eminent being cannot be exceeded. According 
to the philosophers this is false, for they hold that all quantities are 
finite and can in principle be exceeded by some other quantity. Or we 
might mean that the nature of a most perfect being does not permit a 
more perfect nature to exist. Here, Ockham says, the philosophers 
would assent to the major premise, but they would not assent to the 
minor premise, for they would hold that some finite nature, viz. God’s, 
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does not permit the existence of a more perfect nature. Just why “‘the 
philosophers” maintain this position is not well explained by Ockham, 
but I shall return to this point shortly. 

Scotus attempts to prove this minor premise by arguing that infinity 
is not contrary to being. If any infinite thing is greater than any finite 
thing, and infinity is not contrary to being, Scotus holds, we can con- 
clude that it is possible that any finite thing is exceeded, which is the 
minor premise. However, he admits that there is no a priorz proof that 
being and infinity are not contrary or “incomposible.’”’ He offers only 
certain persuasive considerations. 

The minor of this, which was found in the preceding argument, does 

not seem to be able to be shown a priori, because just as contradictories 
contradict in their own meanings, and this cannot be proved through some- 
thing more manifest, so non-contraries are not contrary by their own mean- 
ings.1? 
If they were incompossible, then “‘finite’” and “‘being’”’ would be con- 
vertible terms since “infinite” and “‘finite’’ are opposites, but this does 
not seem to be the case. Also infinity is not incompatible with quantity, 
i.e. we can conceive of an endless succession of quantitative parts of 
something. But quantity is a mode of being, therefore, infinity should 
be compatible with being. Again, since quantity of power is absolutely 
more perfect than a quantity of spatial magnitude, insofar as infinity 
is compatible with the latter it should be compatible with the former. 
Finally, insofar as the intellect’s primary object is being, it would be 
very strange if the intellect could not immediately tell that a given 
concept is incompatible with being. Scotus is obviously forced here to 
rely on our sense of what we mean by the words “‘infinite’”’ and “‘being”’ 
to prove his point. Demonstrations from premises per se notae seem 
impossible, as he admits. 

Ockham is dissatisfied with this line of argument too. He says there 
are two ways of interpreting the statement that infinity is not contrary 
to being. 

In one way, that to no being is being infinite contrary, and this is false, 


because to God something greater is contrary, and consequently, according 
to the philosophers, being infinite is contrary to God.}8 


12 Minor huius, quae in praecedenti argumento accipitur, non videtur 
posse a priori ostendi, quia sicut contradictoria ex rationibus propriis contra- 
dicunt, nec potest per aliquid manifestius hoc probari, ita non repugnantia 
ex rationibus propriis non repugnant... — Scotus, Joc. cit., 133. 

18 Uno modo quod nulli enti repugnat esse infinitum, et hoc est falsum, 
quia deo repugnat aliquid maius et per consequens deo repugnat secumdum 
philosopos infinitum esse. — Ockham, Quodl. vii., q. 21, reply to Ist affirma- 
tive argument. 
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In one way the thesis means that given any particular thing, considered 
in all its proper characteristics or nature, it is possible for that thing to 
be infinite and still have the same nature. This thesis would be denied by 
the philosophers, says Ockham, for they think that it is contrary, to the 
nature of God, i. e. the ens eminentissimum, to be infinite. As I remarked 
before, it is unclear from the text why they hold this.™ Prof. Ernest 
Moody has pointed out to me that the clause, “to God something greater 
is contrary and consequently, according to the philosophers, being 
infinite is contrary to God,” is understandable if we use ‘‘infinite”’ in 
the sense that Aristotle describes as “what is incapable of being gone 
through’’.t® Ockham here returns to the notion of infinity as it is ap- 
plicable, for instance, to the natural number series. Numbers are infinite 
in the sense that for any natural number there is a number greater than 
it. The natural numbers cannot be “gone through,” to use Aristotle’s 
phrase. 

To say then that God’s nature is infinitely perfect would mean, 
according to the philosophers, that for any degree of perfection there 
exists a greater which God possesses. But the existence of God would 
then imply that for any degree of perfection there exists a greater. If 
we further hold that God possesses the highest degree of perfection, as 
in fact He must by his very nature as God, we contradict what we have 
just asserted, for there will now be one degree of perfection than which 
there is not a greater. The peculiar result is that if God is infinite he 
cannot be the most perfect nature, for there can be no most perfect 
nature; and if he is the most perfect nature he cannot be infinite. 

Ockham is, in effect, proposing that Aristotle’s definition of infinity 
cannot be employed with regard to the perfection of the ens eminentisst- 
mum without logical contradiction. In saying that God is most perfect 
one has ascribed to Him a degree of perfection, but once He has a degree 
of perfection it is logically impossible to ascribe infinity to that which 
has that degree, just as it is logically impossible to have an infinite 
number. The point is that whether one is speaking in physical terms or 
spatial magnitudes, or whether one is speaking in terms of intensive 
magnitudes outside the physical universe, the infinite as an actual quan- 
tity or an actual degree of something is impossible simply on logical 
grounds. When we speak of infinity we must be speaking of some process 
which could be carried as far as one likes, i.e. a potential infinite, 
whether in division or addition. The singular aspect of the ens eminen- 


ASSeCCRDAZOAR 
18 Aristotle, Physics, III, 4, 204 a ff. 
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tissimum is that by its very definition or nature as the most perfect 
being it could not be infinite, for it must have some determinate degree 
to be the ens eminentissimum. 


Ockham next states the second interpretation: 


In another way it can be understood that being infinite is not contrary 

to a being insofar as it is, and this is true.1® 
A little later, in discussing essentially the same point, he makes this 
remark: 
...if the minor is understood in this way that to being insofar as it is being 
intensive infinity is not contrary, it is true, as was said before. But then the 
conclusion does not follow from the premises. Moreover, if the major is 
understood to mean that intensive infinity is not contrary to any being in 
any respect, then it is false, as was said before.” 

If we mean, then, that infinity is not contrary to the being of any- 
thing (although it might be contrary to certain characteristics of some 
things) then it is true, but this does not prove that any finite being can 
be exceeded in perfection, which is the premise Scotus was trying to 
prove by this line of argument. Moreover, such reasoning would cast 
doubt on the major premise, for if Scotus thinks that to show that 
infinity is not contrary to any given being, all he has to do is show that 
it is not contrary to the being qua being of that thing, it may well follow 
that infinity is not contrary to anything at all. If this is true, the philos- 
ophers will no longer accept the major premise that what is most 
eminent cannot be exceeded in perfection, for they hold that the most 
eminent being, God, is finite. 

The force of Ockham’s arguments against Scotus’ syllogism in the 
divided sense becomes clear when we define “‘infinitely perfect being”’ in the 
way Prof. Moody suggests the philosophers defined it, i. e. as that being 
which is such that for any degree of perfection a greater degree is posses- 
sed by that being. It follows that the most perfect or eminent being 
is finite, otherwise there will both be and not be a degree of perfection 
than which there is no greater. 

The result is that if the philosophers accept Scotus’ major premise, 
that the most eminent being cannot be exceeded in perfection, they will 


16 Alio modo potest intelligi quod infinitum non repugnet enti inquan- 
tum est, et hoc est verum. — Ockham, loc. cit. 

7... Si minor intelligitur sic, quod enti inquantum ens non repugnat 
infinitas intensiva, vera est, sicut prius dictum est. Sed tunc non sequitur 
conclusio ex praemissis. Si autem maior intelligatur sic, nulli enti aliqua 
ratione repugnat infinitas intensiva, sic falsa est, sicut prius dictum est. — 
ibid., reply to 3rd affirmative argument. 
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deny the minor, because they hold that the most eminent being is finite, 
and, therefore, there is one finite being that cannot be exceeded. Scotus 
then tries to show that the minor is true, i. e. that any finite being can 
be exceeded in perfection. The difficulty is that the negation of the 
minor premise, i.e. that some finite being cannot be exceeded in per- 
fection, follows from the position that the most eminent being is finite 
and the major premise of Scotus’ own argument (that the most eminent 
being cannot be exceeded in perfection). Consequently, if Scotus suc- 
ceeds in proving the minor, the philosophers need only deny the major 
to avoid the conclusion that God or the most eminent being is not 
finite. 

In other words, assuming the philosopher’s definition of infinity 
and that a most eminent being exists, Scotus’ major and minor premises 
are incompatible. For we can prove that the most eminent being is 
finite, and, then, if it is accepted that the most eminent being cannot 
be exceeded in perfection (the major), it follows that some finite being 
cannot be exceeded in perfection (the negation of the minor). Or if we 
assume that every finite being can be exceeded (the minor), then we 
can infer that the most eminent being can be exceeded in perfection 
(the negation of the major). Of course, that Scotus’ premises are in- 
compatible under certain assumptions that he himself would not make 
does not in itself refute Scotus’ argument. It does, however, show how 
the philosophers can easily avoid accepting his premises. 

The importance of Ockham’s arguments lies in his seeing that the 
interpretation of Aristotle’s notion of infinity, in which an actual infinite 
is not just physically impossible but is a logical absurdity when applied 
to intensive degrees and magnitudes, makes the opposition between 
Christian theology and the Philosopher all the more poignant. The 
traditional view that Aristotle’s doctrines on infinity were relevant 
solely to the natural world and thus acceptable to the Christian theologian 
finds in Ockham a capable opponent, combining logical skill with a 
profound understanding of Aristotelian philosophy. 
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LE LIBER MAGISTRI HUGONIS 


La tradition manuscrite de l’ceuvre littéraire de Hugues de Saint- 
Victor nous offre, a cété de nombreux ouvrages d’une certaine ampleur, 
quantité de piéces peu développées — petits tracts, ‘‘sentences’’, gloses, 
extraits, fragments de sermons, lettres, — dont les titres de créance sont 
difficiles a vérifier. En effet la plupart des codices miscellanei qui les 
transmettent ne distinguent guére le vrai du faux. Quelques collections 
néanmoins ont été formées d’aprés des critéres assez sévéres pour que 
Vauthenticité de tout leur contenu s’en trouve suffisamment garantie. 
Quelles sont ces collections ? 

Vers 1959, alors que l’auteur du présent article préparait la publi- 
cation d’un essai sur la chronologie des écrits du grand Victorin,? il lui 
semblait que, parmi les nombreuses collections de Miscellanea alors 
connues, six méritaient d’étre retenues comme pures de tout mélange. 
Par ordre d’importance, ce sont: le recueil en quatre volumes que l’abbé 
Gilduin de Saint-Victor fit composer peu aprés 1141 et dont il subsiste 
une table de matiéres détaillée dans le ms. Oxford, Merton College 49, 
décrit par J. de Ghellinck ;? les recueils Vat. Reg. lat. 167, Paris Maz. 717 
et Pans, B.N., Lat. 14506, analysés, le premier par A. Wilmart,? les 
deux autres par R. Baron;* enfin les recueils Bruges, Ville 153 et Metz, 
Bibl. mun. 1230, décrits par O. Lottin.® 

Cette maniére de voir a trouvé bon accueil. A propos des deux derniéres 
collections toutefois, R. Baron a soulevé des difficultés. ““Le ms. Bruges 
153, crit-il,® aprés le Super lamentationes, annonce: questionum quatuor 
de prevaricatione prima libellus, et d’autres traités comme le De Musica, 


1D. Van den Eynde, Essai sur la succession et la date des écrits de Hugues 
de Saint-Victor (Spicilegium Pontificii Athenaei Antoniani, 13), Rome 1960, 
p. I—13. 

2 J. de Ghellinck, La table de matiéves de la premiére édition des oeuvres 
de Hugues de Saint-Victor, dans Rech. science relig., 1 (1910) 277—283. 

3 A. Wilmart, Opuscules choisis de Hugues de Saint-Victor, dans Rev. 
Bénédict., 45 (1933) 242—248. 

4 R. Baron, Etude sur Vauthenticité de V euvre de Hugues de Saint-Victor, 
dans Scriptorium, 10 (1956), 183—196. 

5 O. Lottin, Quelques vecueils d’écrits attribués & Hugues de Saint-Victor, 
dans Rech. Théol. anc. médiév., 25 (1958) 248—256 et 259—266. 

® Note sur la succession et la date des écrits de Hugues de Saint-Victor, 
dans Rev. hist. ecclés., 57 (1962) 90. 


268 


Le Liber Magistri Hugonis 269 


dont le moins qu’on puisse dire est qu’ils posent des questions. Méme 
remarque pour le ms. Metz 1230: aprés avoir présenté diverse sententie 
Hugonis ..., il énonce: tractatus de VII signis Sauli, incipit de cursu 
solis annuo, morale de tribus sanctis mulieribus. C’est plus que suffisant 
pour que l’on soit, devant ces manuscrits, plein de circonspection.”’ 

Ces remarques critiques reposent sur un malentendu, né d’une lecture 
trop rapide de la description détaillée que Dom O. Lottin a donnée de 
Vun et de l’autre de ces manuscrits.? Le ms. Bruges 153 est double: le 
premier volume, quis’étend du f. 67 au f. g2™ et comprend les n°s 1—15, 
contient de fait plusieurs faux, entre autres, ceux cités par R. Baron; 
mais le second, qui va du f. 92 au f. 145’, offre un recueil de deux cent 
seize opuscules, “‘sentences” et extraits (n°S 16—222), parmi lesquels 
on n’apercoit aucun “‘corps étranger.’’ A son tour, le ms. Metz 1230 se 
compose, sinon de deux volumes, au moins de deux collections hétéro- 
génes, dues ]’une et l’autre a une main différente et transcrites 4 des 
moments différents. L’une, — elle s’arréte brusquement au bas du 
f. 96%, — contient deux cent vingt-cing piéces hugoniennes, dont aucune 
n’éveille des soupgons; l’autre par contre offre, aux ff. g7vY—124’, les 
trois traités stiirement inauthentiques que signale R. Baron. On notera 
d’ailleurs que les copistes du second volume de Bruges 153 et de la pre- 
miére collection de Metz 1230, contrairement a ceux des deux autres 
recueils, attribuent expressément l’ensemble des sententie qu’ils trans- 
scrivent 4 Maitre Hugues. 

Avouons que cette mise au point ne résout pas tout le probleme. 
Si en effet le dépouillement des six recueils que nous appellerons de base 
a permis de restituer 4 Hugues la plus grande partie de ses “sentences,” 
il ne suffit pas a les lui rendre toutes. Pour compléter la liste, il fallait 
attendre la découverte d’autres manuscrits de méme qualité. Heureuse- 
ment l’attente n’a pas été longue. 

En fouillant les bibliothéques a la recherche des écrits de saint 
Bernard, Dom J. Leclercq et Dom H. M. Rochais rencontrérent plusieurs 
volumes de miscellanées attribuées ou attribuables 4 Hugues de Saint- 
Victor. Ils eurent l’amabilité, non seulement de me les signaler, mais 
encore de me céder les catalogues qu’ils en avaient dressés. Un premier 
examen du dossiet me convainquit que, de ces diverses collections, celle 
du ms. Lisbonne, Nac., Alcobaca 243 est la plus importante. 

Une seconde découverte suivit a bref délai. En 1962 parut de la 
main de L. Ott un article consacré aux recueils hugoniens Bern, Staats- 
bibl. 460, Munich Staatsbibl. 14166 et Berlin Staatsbibl., Cod. lat. Fol. 


? Voir O. Lottin, art. cit., p. 249, 250, 259 et 264. 
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744.8 Bien que ]’éminent auteur ne connit le dernier de ces manuscrits 
qu’a travers la description sommaire du catalogue officiel, les informa- 
tions qu’il fournit 4 son sujet® suffisaient amplement pour conclure a 
Videntité fonciére du recueil qui y est contenu avec celui du ms. de 
Lisbonne, cité plus haut. La coincidence m’amena a étudier par le détail 
le contenu et la formation de ce nouveau recueil, Lisbonne-Berlin, de 
Miscellanea hugoniens. 

Le manuscrit Lisbonne, Nac. Alcobaca 243 (= A),?®° de provenance 
inconnue, remonte au XIII¢ siécle. I] se compose de deux parties, écrites 
Vune et l’autre d’une main différente. La premiére, f. 1"—156’, en deux 
colonnes, contient nombre d’opuscules, de “‘sentences”’ et autres petites 
piéces, expressément attribuées a Hugues de Saint-Victor. Le prouvent 
les mots du début: Incipit liber magistri Hugomis de institutione novitio- 
rum, et surtout ceux de la fin: Explicit liber magistri Hugonis. La seconde 
partie, f. 156’—167’, en quatre colonnes, offre un commentaire anonyme 
sur le livre des Proverbes. Elle commence par les mots: Incipit prefati- 
uncula sequentis opusculi. Edito olim a me parabolarum libello . . .; elle se 
termine par les mots: Explicit Liber Proverbiorum. Des deux parties 
du ms. de Lisbonne, seule la premiére nous intéresse ici. 

Le manuscrit Berlin, Staatsbibl., Cod. Lat. Fol.744,4 également du 
XIII siécle, a appartenu a l’abbaye cistercienne de Himmerod. A part 
quelques rares omissions, on y trouve, écrite sur deux colonnes et distri- 
buée sur les ff. 1'—163', toute la collection de Lisbonne. 

La concordance presque parfaite de l’un et l’autre recueil invite a 
dresser un seul catalogue pour les deux. En le publiant, on suivra la 
méthode inaugurée par Dom Lottin. Toutes et chacune des piéces seront 
donc précédées d’un numéro d’ordre. Celles qui figurent déja dans les 
deux premiers livres des Miscellanea, imprimés parmi les Opera omnia 
(PL 177, 469—634), seront indiquées par les sigles M I ou M II, suivis 
du numéro qu’elles y portent. Pour les autres, on donnera la référence 
complete, soit a l’édition de Migne, soit aux éditions plus récentes. Un 


8 L. Ott, Sententiae magistri Hugonis Parisiensis, dans Rech. Théol, anc. 
médiév., 27 (1960) 29—41. L’article n’a paru qu’en 1962. 

® L. Ott, art. cit., p. 40—41. 

10 Sur ce manuscrit, cf. A. F. de Ataide e Melo, Inventario dos Codices 
Alcobacenses, III, Lisbonne 1932, p. 212—213. 

A la demande de mon collégue, le Rév. Pére A. Domingues de Sousa 
Costa, le Rév. Pére Mario Martins S.J. a bien voulu examiner le manuscrit 
et m’en procurer, avec une description plus détaillée, un microfilm. Qu’ils 
veuillent, l’un et l’autre, agréer mes remerciements sincéres. 

11 Sur ce manuscrit, cf. F.Schillmann, Verzeichnis dey lateinischen 
Handschrifien der PreuBischen Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin, III, Berlin 1919, 
p. 38—43; L. Ott, art. cit., p. 40. 
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soin particulier a été apporté a la reproduction des titres et des textes 
scripturaires, qui se trouvent en téte de beaucoup de piéces: ces détails 
ont en effet leur importance pour qui veut établir les parentés de la 
collection Lisbonne-Berlin avec les collections paralléles.?2 


1. (A 1t—15vb, B 17@—21°b). Incipit liber magistri hugonis de institutione 
novitiorum. Quia, fratres, largiente domino... vobis det deus. Amen. 
Explicit (PL 176, 925—952). 

2. (A 15v>—2674, B 2r1rb—3,4ra). Expositio super canticum (add. B 
bleate|) marie. Maximam hanc in scripturis . . . semini eius in secula (PL 175, 
413—432). 

3. (A 267@—28v8, B 34raA—37va), De decem praeceptis decalogi. Audi, 
Israel, deus tuus deus unus est... non possit id quod est (PL 176, 9—14 D).1® 

4. (A 28v8—30v4, om. B). Sermo de quinque septenis. Quinque septena, 
frater, in sacra scriptura ... Gratia dei sit tecum. Amen (PL 175, 405—4I0). 

5. (A 30v8—317b, B 37vb—38vb). Seymo de duobus discipulis currentibus 
ad monumentum. Queris quid significet illud ... novus homo resurgat. Amen 
(M I, 96). 

6. (A 317b—331'4, B 38vb—,rr4). Seymo de balac et balaam et de trino 
sacrificio. ‘“‘Popule meus, memento, queso... iustitiam domini.’’ Balac, rex 
Moab ... eius similitudinem reformaris. Amen (M I, 99). 

7. (A 337—377, B 4174—45'8). Seymo de eo quod scriptum est: unius est 
seymo dei et efficax. “Semel loquutus est deus,” quia unum... infirmitate 
circumdati sunt (PL 177, 289—194). 

8. (A 377», B 45'4). Quando pater coeternum... presens ne transacta 
(M I, 159). 

g. (A 377», B 4574—45°>). Que sint elementa exordit sermonum dei. Tria 
sunt in sermone dei... illic vita erit (M I, 160). 

10. (A 37%8—3874, om. B). In refectione duo sunt... uti solido cibo. — 
Duplex est sensus anime... de bono deteriores fiunt (M I, 161—162).™ 

11. (A 38%, B 45°»). Duobus modis [deus (om. A) aliquid permittere... 
auferendo vel opponendo (M I, 163). 

12. (A 38T@—_38v8, om. B). Tria sunt loca... multe et sole (MI, 95). 

13. (A 38839", om. B). Sex sunt opera. . . per tria dilatatur (M I, 78). 


12 Je tiens 4 remercier mon collégue, le Rév. Pére Eligius Buytaert, de 
Vaide précieuse qu’il m’a prétée dans ]’établissement du catalogue qui suit. 

13 En A une main du XVIII¢ siécle a ajouté inter lineas la remarque: 
Hoc caput est incompletum et aliud deficit. 11 manque en effet au texte de 
AB la finale du traité, a partir des mots Secundum ‘‘non occides’”’ (PL 176, 
14 D—15 A). 

14 AB réunissent les n°S 161 et 162 du texte imprimé. On constate la 
méme particularité dans le recueil Vai. Reg. lat. 167, fol. 16'—17", cf. 
A. Wilmart, Opuscules choisis de Hugues de Saint-Victor, dans Rev. Bénédic ., 


45 (1933) 244. 
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14. (A 39T—39%8, B45tP—45¥>). Tribus modis deus cor emollit... 
iusti amplius iustificantur (M I, 164). 

15. (A 39¥8—39">, B45vb>—46"4). ‘“‘Per caritatem servite invicem.’’ 
Nota utrumque in caritate ... omnium subicit servituti (M I, 165). 

16. (A 39%, B46t) “‘Per quem mihi mundus crucifixus est et ego 
mundo.” Alii sunt quibus mundus... et ego mundo (M I, 166). 

17. (A 39%»—4or, B 467@—46">). Duo sunt in anima... deus, spiritum 
rectum (M. I, 167). 

18. (A 40%, B 46°»). Tribus modis accipitur natura... Natura sumus 
filii ire (M I, 168). 

19. (A 40%@—41'@, B 46TP—47°>). De quatuor iudiciis. “Pater non iudicat 
quemquam .. . dedit filio.’”” Huic sententie contrarium videtur . . . destinabit, 
ad penam alios (B alios ad penam destinabit) (M I, 169). 

20. (A 4174—41tP, B 47vb—_4814). ‘‘Dimitte nobis debita . . . debitoribus 
nostris.’’ Minus est debita dimittere ... non possimus offendat (B non pos- 
sumus offendamus) (M I, 170). 

21. (A 41t>—4278, om. B). Quid vere sit amandum. Vita cordis amor est 
... auctor universorum deus (M I, 171). 

22. (A 42T—42vb, B 48ra—4o%4). De dulcedine verbi der. ““Quam dulcia 


faucibus meis... mel ori meo.’”’ Numquid putas, frater, iste manducare... 
sentis in ventre (M II, 78). 


23. (A 42vP—43'P, B 49t4—49QVP). De eo quod supra. Si tu, frater, negli- 


gentem scriptorem ... in ventum effundo (M I, 97). 
24. (A 43°>—44', B 49gvP—sova). De petro et iohanne quis plus dilexerit 
vel plus dilectus sit. Scio quidem questionem ut ... petrus constantius 


diligebat (M I, 98). 

25. (A 447—45'>, om. B). Quot modis diabolus humilitatem impugnat. 
Duobus modis diabolus... attestatione firmare concupiscit (M I, 172). 

26. (A 45tPh—48ra, B 50v8—5 418). De undecim speciebus ignis. Tres sunt 
nature ignis (B ignis nature) .. . divine similitudinis currit. Amen (MI, 173). 


27. (A 48t—51Tb, B 54rb—58rb). De vemissione peccatorum, utrum sacer- 
dotes peccata dimittant. Potestatem remittendi peccata quidam... con- 
sideratione discutienda sunt (De sacram., II, 14,8 = PL176, 364—370). 


28. (A 51T>—52Tb, om. B). De duabus piscinis. Contemplantis anima 
Ierusalem ... loco cupiditatem admittere (M I, 174). 

29. (A 527, B 58rb—_58va). Diffinitio temporis (add. A et liberi arbitrii). 
Tempus est numerus motuum ordine sibi succedentium (MI, 175 a). 

30. (A 527P—52va, B 58v8). Diffinitio liberi arbitrii (om. A). Liberum 
arbitrium est habilitas .. . invito auferri potest (M I, 175 b).1® 


31. (A 52%8—529P, B 58va—sor), Qualis esse debeat vindex culpe. Nemo 
potest eiusdem culpe... quod possit blasphemare (M I, 176). 


18 Contrairement a A et au texte imprimé, B traite les n°s 29 et 30 comme 
deux “‘sentences’’ distinctes et indépendantes. 
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32. (A 52%», om. B). De septem vitiis. Septem sunt vitia... seductum 
servituti subicit.1® 


33. (A 52¥P—53', B59'—59">). Minor est labor concupiscentiam 
vincere quam malam conscientiam tolerare.1? 


34. (A 537—53"», B 597—s5Q°>). De desiderio malo. Dicitur de cerva 
quia... istam (B illam) sponte derelinquit (B relinquit) (M I, 177). 

35. (A 537™—53¥>, B59? 60r8). De quatuor statibus vite. Medici qui 
morbos corporum (B corporum morbos) curare... amplius rei habentur 
(M I, 178). 

36. (A 53%>—537@, B 59™P—60"). De eo quod scriptum est: Sequuntur 
agnum quocumque ievit. ““‘Sequuntur agnum quocumque ierit.’’ Agnus per 
humilitatem ... humilitate non potest (MI, 179). 


37. (A 5474—54'>, B 60Ta—6ovh). De eo quod scriptum est: Ferculum 
fecit [stbi (om. A) vex salomon. ‘‘Ferculum fecit sibi rex salomon.’’ Duo vehi- 
culorum genera... cupiditate carnalium requiescens (M I, 61). 


38. (A 547>—54v4, BO6o0vP). De eo quod scriptum est: Sapientia vincit 
malitiam. ‘“‘Sapientia vincit malitiam.” Attingit ergo a fine... cum ratione 
exhibet (M I, 76). 

39. (A 54%4—5574, om. B). De quinque statibus mutabilitatis humane. 
Quinque status habet vita... dolorem confusionis committatur (M I, 77).18 


40. (A 5578—56'8, B 60v—62"»). De eo quod scriptum est: Dum medium 
silentium. ‘“‘Dum medium silentium tenerent omnia.” Tria sunt silentia.. . 
ab initio seculi. Amen (PL 177, 315—318). 


Excerpta de libro psalmorum.® 


41. (A 56°, B62t>). Quosdam tibi psalmiste versiculos prelibavi, de 
profunda abisso stillam modicam hauriens (M II, Prol.) 

42. (A 5678—56v4, B 62TP—62¥»). “‘Beatus vir qui non abiit in consilio 
impiorum etc.’”’ Quamdiu anima per contemplationem ... veniens plures 
corrumpit (M II, 1). 

Agu AGS ONAN O29Pl—— MII 2: 

44. A 56%8, B 62v>—6374 = MIT, 3. 

45. A 56¥4, B 63r8 = MII, 4. 

46. A 56%”, B 6374 = MII, 6. 


16 En AB cette “‘sentence’”’ n’offre que le premier tiers de la ‘“‘sentence”’ 

De septem vitiis du ms. Vat. Reg. lat. 167, fol. 2'—2¥, cf. A. Wilmart, art. cit., 

e243: 
“ ? A unit cette bréve “‘sentence’’ au n° 32, sans signe de distinction. B 
par contre en fait une ‘‘sentence’’ compléte en soi. 

18 Le dernier/mot (committatur) manque dans le texte imprimé. 

18 Ces Excerpia ou n°s 41—98 de AB offrent le texte de la plupart des 
chapitres 1—62, avec en téte les versets des psaumes (mais sans les titres) des 
Miscellanea II ou Annotationes elucidatoriae in quosdam psalmos David, im- 
primées dans Pl 177, 589623. Seuls les deux premiers numéros de la série 
(41—42), de méme que le dernier(98), seront décrits par incipit et explicit; 
pour les autres, on se contentera d’indiquer les folios des ms et les numéros 
de PL. 


18 Franciscan Studies 1963 
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47. A 56%, B 6363") = MII, 7. 

48. A 56¥P—57v», B 63tP>—64rb = MII, 8. 
49. A 57%», B 64t>—64"4 = MII, g a.?° 

50. A 57v>—58r@, B 64v8—64v» = MII, Io. 
51. A 58t8@— sorb, B 64v>—606v4 = MII, 11. 
52. A 59t>—59v4, B 66%8 = MII, 13. 

53. A 59%8—59>, B 66%4—66vP — MII, 14. 
54. A 597, B 66%) = MII, 15. 

55. A 59%», B 66v>—67739 = MII, 16. 

56. A 59%>—60", B 67ra—67rb — MII, 17. 
57. A 607%—60!b, B 67rb>—67v4 = MII, 18. 
58. A 607>—6o0v8, B 67v8—67vP = MII, 19. 
59. A 60v8, B 67%» = MII, 20. 

60. A 60v2—6o0vP, B 68ra—68rb = M II, 21. 
61. A 60%», B 68rb = MII, 22. 

62. A 60vb>—6178, B 687> = MII, 23. 

63. A 617, B 68t>—68va = MII, 24. 

64. A 617@—61'>, B 68va—68vb = MII, 25. 
65. A 617>—61¥8, B 68v> = MII, 26. 

66. A 61¥4, B 69t4!—6grb = MII, 27. 

67. A 61v8—61v>, B 697» = MII, 28. 

68. A 61v», B 697» = MILI, 29. 

69. A 61v>—62v8, B 69th>—7orhb = M II, 30. 
70. A 62V8—62v», B 7orb—7ova = M ITI, 31. 
qt. A 62VP—-63'8, B 7ova—71t = MII, 32. 
72. A 6372—64', B 71T@—72Ts = M II, 33. 
73. A 6478—641>, B 72Ta—72va — MII, 34. 
TARA O4T Desa ZV An = VISIR Gn 

7i5y A O4TP) BS 72V2— MELE 36: 

TOMA OAVE) Bi 2V e720) a NIUE e377 

77. A 64¥%, B 72vb—73ra — MII, 38. 

Ome OAN PD ida7 3 tae LL 30: 

79. A 649", B 7378—73rP = M II, 4o. 

80. A 64v>—6578@, B 737? = MII, 41. 

81. A 65T2—65°P, B 73rb—73r4a — MII, 42. 
82. A 65°», B 73va—73v) = MII, 43. 

83. A 657P—65¥>, B 73vb—74r@ = MII, 45.2 
84. A 65v>—66", B 74thb—74v8 = MII, 44. 
85. A 667—67v4, B 74%8—76rb = MII, 46. 
86. A 678, B 76th = MII, 48. 


b 
- 


20 Le n° 49 se termine au beau milieu de M II, 9 avec les mots: iusta 
meritis hominum vecompensant. 


21 Le texte scripturaire du n° 83 en AB (Exspecta eum et ova eum) 
accouple quelques mots de Ps. 36, 34 (Exspecta eum) et de Ps. 36, 5 (et ora 
eum); tandis que M II, 45 cite Ps. 36, 7 Subditus esto domino et ora eum. 
Ceci explique l’inversion en AB des n°S 44—45 du texte imprimé. 
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87. A 67v8, B 76tb—_76va = MII, 47.22 

88, A 67%8—67%», B 76va—76vb — MII, go. 

89. A 67v>—68r@, B 76Vb—771a — MII, 50. 

go. A 68Ta—7o0va, B 7778a—7oVvVb = MII, 51. 

g1. A 70v8—70v», B 79vP—8o0rb = MII, 52. 

92. A 7ovb>—711a, B 80rb — MII, 53. 

03: Ar7 152) B:80r) — Mil 542 

94. A 717@—71rb, B 80rb—_8o0va = MII, 56. 

95. A 717>—71¥8, B 80v8—_81ra = MII, 57. 

96. A 71¥@—72"b, B 8rrb—_81vb — MII, 58. 

97. A 72tb—72va, B 81vb_827a — MII, 61. 

98. (A 72%4%—72v>, B 827a—8arb), “‘Quoniam loquetur pacem...’’ Qua- 
tuor sunt paces .. . eam perfectioribus concedit (M JI, 62). 


99. (A 72V>—86"», B 82tbg7"b). Sententie de sacramentis legis naturalis 
et scripte. Discipulus: Quid fuit priusquam mundus fieret ? ... Hoc dei iudicio 
relinquendum mihi videtur (Dialogus de sacramentis legis naturalis et scripte, 
PL 176, 17—42). 

roo. (A 86Th—88rb, B g7th—gg"4). Que sunt dicenda (B dicenda sunt) 
ante principium. Quisquis ad divinarum scripturarum lectionem... mani- 
festiusque tractando extendunt (De sacramenitis, I, prol. 7: PL 176, 183—186). 

ror. (A 88tb—98v>, B ggt—109°>). Exameron in opera conditionts. 
Arduum profecto et laboriosum opus... postremo autem qualiter sit repara- 
tus (De sacrvamentis, I, 1, PL 176, 187—206). 

102. (A 98v¥>—101'®, om. B). De meditatione. Meditatio est frequens 
cogitatio ... tempore suo apprehendat (PL 176, 993—998). 

103. (A rort@—105'», B rogth—_113V8). De iudicio veri et boni. “Spiritalis 
iudicat omnia’’... bonum cooperante natura (M I, 1). 

104. (A 105tP>_1081», B 113%4—116¥4). De tribus voluntatibus in Christo. 
Queris de voluntate dei. . . vivit, vivit deo (De quatuor voluntatibus in Christo, 
PL 176, 841—8 46). 

105. (A 108T»—109"4, B 116%4—117%4). Quomodo verbum caro factum est. 
“Verbum caro factum est.’ Quod verbum? dei... natura non persona 
(De Verbo incarnato collatio I1, PL 177, 318—320). 

106. (A 10o9tP—_1107>, B 117V8—118YP). Si pares sint potestas dei et volun- 
tas. Queritur etiam de potestate dei... non predestinavit sed prescivit (PL176, 
839—842). 

107. (A 1107—112v4, B r118vb—1217), De unione spivitus et corporis. 
Quod natum est ex carne... informans rationem, scientiam facit. (PL 177, 
285—2809). 

108. (A 112%8-113'P, B r21t@—121%»). Sevmo de eo quod Iesus annorum 
XII ascendit in templum. ‘‘Cum esset Iesus annorum XII” etc. Sicut mundus 
iste dupliciter .. . doctoribus veritas cognoscitur (M I, 81). 


22 [inversion en AB de M II, 47 et M II, 48 répond a l’ordre des versets 
du psaume 38. En effet MII 48 commence par Ps. 38, 5 (Notum fac mihi 
domine), alors que M II, 47 commence par Ps. 38, 6 (Universa vanitas etc.) 
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10g. (A 1137®—113>, B 121v>—122°»), Vocalis dicit: Sequere cursum 
sermonis ... velle ad quod tu vis (M I, 118). 

110. (A 113%2—114¥8, B 122°h_123°8), De eo quod scriptum est: Fratres 
debitoves sumus non carnt ut de carne vivamus. ‘‘Fratres debitores sumus.. . 
carne vivamus.”’ Spiritus hominis medio . . . nec bonum faceremus (M I, 119). 

111. (A 114%8—114¥, B 12378—123°). De duplici et triplici contempla- 
tione dei. Mens pia iugi contemplatione . . . iudiciis suis metuendum (M I, 120). 

112. (A 114v>—115'8, B 123tP—123¥4). Quod omnia hominem cruciant 
et exercent. Homo in miseria ... amissam felicitatem agnoscat (M I, 121). 

113. (A 1157@—115¥8, B 123V8—124'), Quod verbum dei solum bonum 
[anime (B vere) sit. Ex duabus substantiis constat ... tercio ut eruditi 
informentur (M I, 122) 

114. (A 115%8, B 1247@—124°>), Quod scientia et cura dupliciter deo atiri- 
buitur. Cognitio vel scientia . . . cura illi de bobus (M I, 123). 

115. (A 115¥8—115%», B 1247). De duabus partibus concupiscentie mun- 
dane. Concupiscentia mundi duas partes... et culpa extinguatur (M I, 124). 

116. (A 115%», Br24t>). De tribus gradibus abstinentie. Primus gradus 
abstinentie . . . ex his aliquid excipere (M I, 125). 

117. (A 115%», B124t—124%4), Quod multi sola curiositate veritatem 
querunt. Pilatus interrogavit Iesum ... per appetitum vanitatis (MI, 126). 

118. (A 115v>—116'8, B124v4), De duplici superbia. Duo sunt genera 
elationis ... metuendum monstrare laborat (M I, 127). 

119. (A 116T8—116"P, B 124v4—125'4). De duplict humilitate. Duo sunt 
genera humilitatis ... aliorum alleviare possit (M I, 128). 

120. (A 116T>—116v8, B 12578). Quid vere sit homo. Unum est in homine 
... fiunt occasio penitentie (M I, 129). 

121. (A 116¥8, B 125'@—125'>). De tribus spiritibus. Tres sunt spiritus: 
spiritus dei... spiritus, illuc gradiebantur (M I, 130). 

122. (A 116¥8—116v), Br25rb) “Indica mihi quem diligit (B dilexit) 


anima mea.”’ Alter est dilectus ... quae speciem commendant (M I, 131). 
123. (A 116%», B 125tb—125v8), De eo quod scriptum est: Venite ad me 

omnes qui laboratis et onerati estis. ‘‘Venite ad me omnes... reficiam vos.’’ 

Labore fatigati, onere gravati... quiete adepta consolemini (M I, 132). 
124. (A 116%P—117'>, B 125V8—125Y>), De spirituali cythara. ‘‘Psallite 


” 


domino in cythara. 
(M II, 65).78 

125. (A117™, B125%>). De duabus portis mortis. Qui cupiditate peccant... 
quo mundus ingrediatur (M I, 133). 


126. (A 117™>—117¥%8, B 125vb>—126'). Quomodo malus [bono (B homo) 
vivat. Omnis rei exemplum... esset, nullus caderet (M I, 134). 


127. (A 117%8, B 1267—126°>), De duplici fine et medio. Vita mortalis 
medio loco .. . sive ad aquilonem (MI, 135). 


In cythara duo ligna... debet amor perfectus. 


23 Te texte imprimé remplace le texte biblique donné par AB (Ps. 97, 5) 
par Ps. 91, 4 (Cum cantico in cithara). 
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128. (A 117%, B126t>). De duplici iudicio superborum. De montibus 
surgunt nubes ... maius iudicium sument (M I, 136). 


129. (A 117%%—117%>, B 126°»). Societatem vite presentis instabilem esse 


et separationem tristem. Hoc est unum de magnis... in separatione caritas 
(M I, 137). 

130. (A 117%, B 126Th—127¥v8), De laude compassionis. O beata anima 
que ... compati autem non nisi pii (M I, 138). 


131. (A 117%», B127%8). Quare bestie cruciantur que pene culpam non 
habent. Si pena culpe debetur . . . laborantium in pena (M I, 139). 

132. (A 117vP—11878, B127v8—127»). Quod in vatione imago dei est 
et in dilectione similitudo. ‘‘Signatum est super nos lumen vultus tui domine:” 
hec est ratio... singularis est gratia (M II, 5). 

133. (A 1187, B127v>). Quomodo homo a deo recessit et quomodo redit. 
Homo primum per superbiam . . . incorruptionem immortalitatis (M I, 140). 

134. (A 11874@—118¥8, B 127vb—1281»). Quomodo [homo (om. A) male se 
diligit et sua (A male se et sua diligunt). Est quidam amor hominis . . . postea 
per contemptum (M I, 141). 

135. (A 118%8—118vP, B 128th _128v8). De itinere tvium dierum. Ibimus 
itinere trium dierum ... et eterne dulcedinis (M. I, 142). 

136. (A 118%), B 128¥4—128%>), Quomodo [deus et (om. B) cibus et potus 
dicituy. Deus noster et cibus... quam occulti cognitio (M I, 143). 

137. (A 118Vb—119'4, B 128V>). De trina refectione. Trina refectione deus 
... nobis gustandum effundit (M I, 144). 

138. (A 1197#, B 128»). Quod ea que det sunt incomparabilia sunt. Divine 
nature excellentia ... nec sapientiam sensus (M I, 145). 

139. (A 119', B128v>). Quod et sua et aliena ordinat deus. Dispositio 
divina in omnibus... ut ordinata sint (M I, 146). 

140. (A 1197@—119', B 128v%P—129'4). De porta ostio et secreto. Maria 
porta, Christus ostium ... donec consoleris et coroneris.*4 

141. (A rr9t, Br29t@—129°h), De septem modis susceptionis divine. 
Septem modis suscipit .. . refocillentur et consolentur (M I, 147). 

142. (A 119T—119¥8, B 129°). De exercitatione. Alii sunt laborantes .. . 
laborem non habent (M I, 148). 

143. (A 119%, B 129°?—129%4). De tviplici fructu lectionis. Primus fructus 
lectionis ... corde non vageris (M I, 149). 

144. (A 1194, B 129%4). De duplici fructu ieiunit. Primus fructus ieiunii 
... Carnis corde compungaris (M I, 150 a). 

145. (A 119%8, B 129%). De duplici fructu laboris. Primus fructus laboris 
est occupatio, secundus exercitatio (M I, 150 b). 

146. (A 119%4, Bi29v8), De duplicit fructu ovationis. Primus fructus 
orationis est petitionis impetratio, secundus devotionis exercitatio (MI, 150¢). 


24 Ed. R. Baron, La pensée mariale de Hugues de Saint-Victor, dans 
Rév. ascét. myst., 31 (1955) 271. 
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147. (A 119¥8—120¥4, B 129%8—130°>). Quare damnentur qui non pecca- 
verunt. Quare, inquis, damnantur... haberet beatum esse (M I, 151). 


148. (A 120%, B 130tP—130%4). Atrium est cor... prevalens crucifixit 
malitiam (M I, 152). 

149. (A 120%8—120%, B 130%%—r30%»), De lectulo et ferculo salomonis. 
Ferculum salomonis cor... ferculum salomonis pertineas (MI, 60 = 62). 


150. (A 120vb>—_121'@, B 130vb—13174). De dispensatione. Quod sine 
culpa fieri. . . festines ad arguendum (M I, 153). 


151. (A 121%, B 13174). Quod [deus prius (B prius deus) temporale esse dat 
et postea eternum. Voluit creator ante eternitatem . . . postea daturus eternum 
(M I, 154). 

152. (A 12178, Bxr3178—131"P). Quod scriptura aliquando ostendit et 
aliquando tribuit virtutem. Quedam sunt scripture... virtutis compungant 
exhortando (MI, 155). 

153. (A 1217%—121">, B 131°). De duplici perfectione caritatis. Duobus 
modis caritas ... manere donec veniam (M I, 156). 

154. (A 121°», B 131°»). De terrore et blandimento. Sapientia dei aliquando 
... amor per filium (M I, 157). 

155. (A 1217>—122°'>, B 1317P>—131¥8). Quid significet quod scriptum est: 
Melior est iniquitas viri quam benefaciens mulier. ““Melior est iniquitas... 
benefaciens mulier.”’ Si per sensualitatem ... est per retributionem (M I, 158). 


156. (A 122TP—122v4, B 131V8—132ra), Due sunt schole... quia est 
reconciliatus (M II, 67). 


157. (A 122v8—122vP, B 132°4—132°rb), Precepta dei multis nominibus 
.. nihil inordinatum continent (M II, 68). 


158. (A 122%», B 132»), Alii sunt in lege ambulantes ... non facienda 
presumant (M II, 70). 


159. (A 122V>—1237@, B132'>), Tres sunt vie... Utinam dirigantur 
vie mee (M II, 69). 

160. (A 1238, B 1327P—132V4), “‘Confitebor tibi in directione cordis mei.” 
Cor hominis dirigitur ... nec ultra transgrediens (M II, 71). 


161. (A 1237—123¥), B 132V8—133°b), “In toto corde meo exquisivi te, 
ne repellas me a mandatis tuis.’’ Pagani et infideles... resides, validior 
consurges (M II, 72).’ 


162. (A 123%», B 1337). “In corde meo abscondi eloquia tua ut non 
peccem tibi.’”’ In corde eloquium . . . absconde ne pecces (M II, 73). 


163. (A 123%, B 133°). ‘‘Benedictus es, domine, doce me iustificationes 
tuas.”’ ““Non auditores legis iusti sunt apud deum, sed factores.’”’ Igitur per 
bonum opus... humiliatur per culpam (M II, 74). 

' 164.(A 123%>—r24rb, B 133Y»). “In labiis meis pronuntiavi omnia 
iudicia oris tui.”” Bonus ordo. Primum... pro iustitia ad salvationem 
(M II, 75). 

165. (A 1247, B 133v>). “In mandatis tuis exercebor.’’ Exercetur qui 
presenti... quasi incipientem attendat (M II, 76). 
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166. (A 124°, B 133vP—134T@). “‘Considerabo vias tuas.” Via dei est 
per quam ... tempus visitationis sue. Amen (M II, 77). 


167. (A 124t>—12674, B 134t@—135%>). Iohanni quondam hispalensi 
archiepiscopo hugo. . . Quid frater carissime . . . nisi ostendas conversionem 
(MI, 80 = Epist. III, PL 176, 1014—1018). 


168. (A 1267—126">, B 135%»). Quod cor pronum est ad commendandam 


estimationem suam. Fabula dicit omnes... commendare non erubescat 
(M I, 3). 

169. (A 1267, B 135v>—1361). De stulto et sapiente. ‘‘Stultus sicut luna 
mutatur.’’ Stultus personaliter unus est . . . facie persistens invenitur (M I, 4). 

170. (A 1267P—126¥4, B 13678). Quod in sensu bonum hominis non est. 
Homo peccando fecit . . . et tamen non equaris (M L, 5). 

171. (A 126%8—127', B 136T@—136v»). De triplici pacis hominis. Una 
est pax quam... terra suaviter viventium (M I, 6). 

172. (A 12778, B 136%»). Quod deus vationalis creature bonum est. Sola 
rationalis creatura ... cogi non potest (MI, 7). 


173. (A 12778—127%8, B 136V>—137!). De duplici exercitatione. Vite muta- 
bilis conditio...frumentum, aqua et vinum (MI, 8: De triplici exercitatione). 

174. (A 127%4, B 13778). Quod elementum duobus modis dicitur. Elemen- 
tum est prima... invisibilem veritatem ingredientibus (M I, 9). 

175. (A 127%8, B137%4—137'>). De trinitate universitatis. Rerum uni- 
versitas trinitate ... tantum non exemplar (M I, 10). 

176. (A 127%8—127%?, B 137°). Tria esse in originali peccato. In originali 
peccato tria... unum peccatum dicuntur (M I, 11). 

177. (A 127vb—1 2814, B 1377>—137¥4). Quomodo querendus est Christus. 
Quidam christum quesierunt... eleventur et glorificantur (M I, 12). 

178. (A 128t@—128'>, B 137v4—138'4). Quare et qualiter deus homini 
per scripturas foris loquitur. Quamdiu homo intus... desideria virtutis 
accendit (MI, 13). 

179. (A 128th—128¥4, B 13874). Quot modis deus cum homine esse dicitur. 
Quatuor modis nobiscum ... per meritum vite (M I, 14). 

180, (A 128¥4, B 138t®—138rb), De quinque progressionibus cognitions. 
Quinque sunt progressiones . . . in illis nec de illis (M I, 15). 

181. (A 128%8—128%), B138tr). Quod quatuor modis animus agenda 
tractat. Quatuor modis in nostro... peccatum et scandalum (MI, 16). 

182. (A 128vP>—129'P, B 138tb—_139'). De dissimili operatione det. Demon- 
strare volens dominus ... esse utrumque demonstretur (M I, 17). 

183. (A 129TP—_130r>, B 13978!—139%), De fide. Priusquam ea que... 
probatus est constare salvatoris (M I, 18). 


184. (A 130°, B139vP—rq4or4), ‘‘Dominus iudicabit fines terre.” 
“Dominus iudicium suum in fine servavit ut compleatur iustitia.’’ Non est 
in iudicio . . . haberet iudicium deus (M II, 82). 


185. (A 130TP—131'@, B 1g0T—140%4). De quatuor debitoribus. Quatuor 
sunt debitores ... ad satietatem pertingat (M I, 20). 
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186. (A 13174@—131'P, B 140%%—1 409). De virtute virtutum. Sicut virtutes 


relique ... non facile desistere (M I, 19). 

187. (A 1317, B 140V). De impedimento cognitionis. Sicut humor sub- 
tilis ... torpentes sunt non nocentes (M I, 21). 

188. (A 131%b—131v>, Brgovb—rqirtb). De tribus motibus. Tres sunt 
motus in homine ... et iniquitas cohibetur. Amen (M I, 22). 


189. (A 131VP>—132'4, B 1417b—141V¥4). De tribus binis. In vocibus duo 
sunt... per essentiam cognitionem (M I, 23). 

190. (A 1327, B r41V#). De duplict sensu. Duo sensus in homine sunt... 
mundo esse videntur (M I, 24). 

191. (A 1327@—132T), B1r41v8@—141V>), Quid pater luminum. Dona dei 
lumina sunt... et remanent in se (MI, 25). 

192. (A 1327, Biq4iv?). Misterium de symeone et christo. Senectus syme- 
onis defectus est... exhibitio operis, consummatio virtutis (M I, 88). 

193. (A 1327, B 141v>—142'@). Quomodo sapientia parturiebatur. ‘‘Non- 
dum erant abissi et ego parturiebar.’’ Conceperat deus sapientiam... in 
procreatione effecti (M I, 26). 

194. (A 132Th—132Vv4, B 14278). De tiplict ovrigine aspivationum. Triplex 
est origo aspirationum ... si ex dei sunt (M I, 27). 

195. (A 132%, B 1427). De quinque iugis. Quinque sunt iuga... volun- 
tatis iugum caritatis (M I, 28). 

196. (A 132%, B 14274), Dominus dixit: In quacumque . . . que inchoavit 
malitiam (M I, 89). 

197. (A 132V4—132v), Br42t—r4e2tb). Quid sit Babilon et unum et 
alterum in ea. “In babilone non requirit .. . delubris eius.’’? Parum est ut... 
sine retributione relinquit (M I, 29). 

198. (A 132%, B42). Quid sit quod non transmutatur. Non trans- 
mutatur quod ipse est... ut aliter sit (M I, 30). 


199. (A 132¥», B 142th). De Pater noster. In ‘“‘pater’’ corroboramur... 
erudimur ad petitionem.?5 

200. (A 132V>—133"@, B rg2tb—zy42va), “‘Oculi eius in pauperem re- 
spiciunt.”’ Duo sunt: pastor et lupus... deficit spiritus meus (M II, 9 b). 

201. (A 1337@—133'>, B 142V8—142Vb), Misterium de forma celi et terre. 
Qualis terra tales sunt terreni... tales et celestes (M I, 31). 


202. (A 1337», B142v>). “Mirabilis deus in sanctis suis.’’ Quid miraris 
foris? ... quidquid foris apparet (M II, 59). 

203. (A 133°», B 142%»). De serie temporum et affectu [temporali (B tem- 
povalium). Preterita, presentia et futura... cupiditas, futurorum caritas 
(M I, 32). 

204. (A 133°», B 142v>). Necessitas mater est artium.%6 


25 fd. R. Baron, Textes spivituels inédits de Hugues de Saint-Victor, 
dans Mélanges Science relig., 13 (1956) 177. 

26 AB unissent cette “‘sentence”’ trés bréve au n° 203, en la faisant toute- 
fois précéder du signe du paragraphe. 
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205. (A 133™>—133¥8, B 142v>—143"4). ‘‘Beati qui esuriunt et sitiunt 
iustitiam.’’ Ergo non satiati. . . iusti esse volunt (M I, 33). 

206. (A 133¥8—133Y", B 143?@—143'). De sacramento corporis christi. 
Dominus iesus christus . . . specie illam velavit (M I, 34). 

207. (A 133VP—134", B 143'>—143¥8). De duplici gloria regis salomonis. 
“‘Egredimini filie sion et videte... mater sua.’’ Egredimini filie sion . . . se 
exhibebit sublimis (M I, 117). 

208. (A 134T@—134™, B143%4). De pena et gloria corporis humani. 
Quanta est dignitas anime . . . sociatum ad penam (MI, 35). 

209. (A 134T>, B 143%8—143Y). Quid significet quod Moyses inter deum 
et populum mediator fuit. Scriptum est quia non potuit... blandimento 
visionis demulceret (M I, 36). 

210. (A 1347, B 143). Quid est ‘‘ve soli.” ‘‘Ve soli,” quia cum ceciderit 
... quam unum solum (B quam unam) (M I, 37). 

2i1. (A 1347>—134Vv8, B 143VP—144"). De divisione et unione [iniquitatis 
et caritatis (B caritatis et iniquitatis). Primum divisit iniquitas. .. dividit 
unitatem abalienationis (M I, 38). 

212. (A 134%4, Bi44t). De wwiplict operatione philosophie. Naturalis 
operatio philosophie .. . et naturalem probat (M I, 39). 

213. (A 134%8—135'@, B 144t@—144'P). De duplici eruditione et duplici 
opevatione spivitus. Quidam ab intus erudiuntur... perversa sunt omnia 
(M I, 40). 

214. (A 135%, B 144th—144V8). Quid sint nova et vetera. Scriba doctus 
in regno... nova et vetera.’’ Nova sunt consolationes... habet caritas 
maior (M I, 41). 

215. (A 135T@—135'P, Br44V4—144V>). “Mihi autem adherere bonum 
est... deo spem meam.’”’ Habent homines bona sua... quid frustra de~- 
ciperes ? (M II, 60). 

216. (A 135», B 144»). Quid sit quod ioseph fratribus prohibuit ne con- 


tenderent in via. Prohibet ioseph fratribus ... violare non concedit (M I, 42), 

217. (A 135T>—135¥%4, B 144vP—145'). Quod virtus et veritas simul esse 
volunt. Virtus et veritas cum... vere diligit in cognitione (M I, 43). 

218. (A 135%4%—135"», Br45'). De triplict amore. Tria sunt genera 
hominum. Sunt qui amant... argui et dampnari (M I, 44). 

219. (A 135%», B145t@—145'P). De quatuor timoribus. Quatuor sunt 
timores . . . nec penam habet (M I, 193). 

220. (A 135¥—136', Br45tb). De triplici voluntate. In christo carnis 
infirmitas ... voluntas spiritus coronabatur (M I, 84). 


221. (A 1367—136', B 145tTP—145¥>). Quod christus in homine munditie 
et humilitatis exemplum dat. Dei sapientia per quam... inveniat mundam 
habitationem (M I, 85). 

222. (A 1367>—136%4, B 145%»). De tribus generibus hominum. Alii sunt 
stantes ... post ad turpia (M I, 194)” 


27 L’incipit du texte imprimé est plus long. Le voici: Hominum cum 
vitiis conflictantium alii sunt stantes... 
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223. (A 1368, B 146°). Quomodo christus solus dixit: Pater meus. Unus 


homo dixit: Pater meus... qui es in celis (M I, 86). 

224. (A 136%%—136¥», B 146"). ““Ecce quam bonum et quam iucundum 
habitare fratres in unum.”’ In hoc mundo quedam . . . ex secunda uniti sunt 
(M II, 81). 

225. (A 136¥, B 146°). Quod caro tumentum sit spiritus. Caro iumentum 
est, sessor spiritus .. . moderatur et cohibet (M I, 45). 

226. (A 136%», B 1467146"). Quid sit favus distillans. ‘‘Favus distillans 
labia tua.’’ Favus verbum caro... unicuique secundum mensuram (M I, 
116). 

227. (A 136V>—137'4, B 146). De occultis et manifestis hominis. Que- 
dam sunt manifesta hominis... iudicare omnem diem (M I, 46). 


228. (A 1377, B 146'>—146v?). De duplici vita. Duo sunt, vita et mors 
... ubi sentit ibi sapit (M I, 47). 

229. (A 13778—138", B146V4—147'). De eo quod dicitur: ‘“‘Funes 
ceciderunt mihi in preclaris.’’ Deus per hominem mundum... preclara est 
mihi. Amen. (M II, 12). 

230. (A 13874, B 1477>—147V8). Quare idem deus et homo. Deus homo 
factus est .. . natura condita ab ipso (M I, 87). 

231. (A 138t8@—138"h, B147v8—147%>), Quare Iesus in via euntibus 
faciem abscondit. Iesus in via ambulantibus faciem suam . . . vite via comitem 
dedit (M I, roo). 

232. (A 138">—139v4, B147vh—140'8). De duabus civitatibus, duobus 
vegibus, duobus populis. Due sunt civitates... ad ipsum pervenientes 

233. (A 139%4—140Y>, B 149r8@—150'8). De officio et potestate prelatorum. 
Considerate, fratres, misericordem dispensationem... premium accipere 
mereamur (M I, 49). 

234. (A 140vb—r41t@, B 150%—r150°P). De tribus crucibus. ‘‘Mihi absit 
gloriari... Christi.” In cruce Christi gloriatio... de culpa desperant 
(M I, 50). 

235. (A 1417, Buisotb), De duplici vetustate. Duo homines veteres... 
et ipsa destruatur mortalitas (M I, 94). 

236. (A 1417@—1417P, B 150th—150v8). De duplici oleo. Habet oleum 
deus, habet... oleum gaudium (M I, 51). 

237. (A 1417’—141¥4, Br50v4—r150%), Quod Christus ovis dicitur. 
Christus prius ovis fuit ... tertii pestilentes (M I, ror). 

238. (A 141V'—141Vv>, B r50vb—151'8). De duplici vita et sensu anime. 
Duplex est vita anime .. . contra faciem tuam (M I, 92). 

239. (A 141%», B51"). Duo esse in peccato. In peccato duo sunt... 
culpa contra pietatem.”® 

240. (A 141¥>—1427@, Br51t4@—r151tb), Quod tria sunt in penitentia. 
Tria sunt in penitentia... perfecta, satisfactio condigna (M I, 106). 


°8 Ed. R. Baron, art. cit., dans Mél. Science relig., 13 (1956) 177. 
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241. (A 1427@—1 42"), B r51th—151¥8). Quod sint duo: conscientia et fama. 
Duo sunt: conscientia et fama... postea tempus laboris (M I, 93). 

242. (A 142™P—143V8, om. B). Sermo de spiritu sancto. ‘‘Spiritus domini 
replevit orbem terrarum.’’ Quid mirum si spiritus .. . volumus, tales simus. 
Amen (M I, 103). 

243. (A 143%8—145', B 151V®—153%8). Quid sit quod dictum est Abraham 
“Ext de terra... monstravero tibi.”’ Quia, fratres, scientibus... in melle 
divinitatis. Amen. (MI, 91). 

244. (A 14574—145¥8, B 153T@—153°>). “‘Bonum est confitere... altis- 
sime.’”’ Duplex est confessio... non derelinquamus suavem (M II, 64). 

245. (A 145%4—146", B 153"P—154°t>). “‘Ve vobis divites qui habetis 
nunc consolationes vestras.’’ Anima rationalis est vere... veram amaritu- 
dinem sentietis. Amen (MI, 52). 

246. (A 146T)—146v8, B154'>). ‘““Exortum est in tenebris... iustus 
dominus,”’ hec est fides .. . hec est retributio (M II, 66). 

247. (A 146¥8, B154™>). “‘Lucerna pedibus meis verbum.’’ Lucerna 
lumen in testa... unum multi sequentes (M II, 79). 

248. (A 146%4—146¥P, B 154t>—154V). Quatuor modis fit recordatio . . . 
tertia virtutis, quarta felicitatis (M I, 53). 

249. (A 146%, B 154%4). Omne (B Karissime) vitium ex natura originem 

. carnis libidinem relaxavit (M I, 54). 

250. (A 146VP—147'8, B 154¥4—154). Tres sunt tyranni... ad licita 
relaxamus (M I, 195). 

251. (A 1477—147", B154v>—155"). Via vite mandatum iustitie... 
habere naturale est (M I, 55). 

252. (A 147%», B155'—155V¥4). ‘“‘Videns deus quod... a facie terre.’’ 
Primum considera quod... timet ne faciat (M I, 90). 

253. (A 147%>—148'@, B 155v8—155¥»). Cor olla est... ibi lutum, hic 
pulvis (M I, 196). 

254. (A 1487, B155vP). Due sunt vie, una lata... regem in patria 
(M I, 56). 

255. (A 148t—148>, B 155¥>—156¥4). Scriptum est: Quia mundus... 
anime patienter sustinere (M I, 197). 

256. (A 148v>—149rb, B 156V8—157"). ‘Que est ista que ... pulveris 
pigmentarii?’’ Dormit et ascendit... universum pulverem (MI, 111). 

257. (A 1497)—150%», Br57t—158rb>). Deus sursum erat et homo 
deorsum... de caelo prospexit.’’ Deus sursum erat et homo deorsum.. . 
gressus suos et veniat (M IT, 63). 

258. (A 150%)\ B 158'>). Hoc interest inter virtutem... dei voluntatem 
movetur (M I, 57). 

259. (A 150%P—151'4, B 158tTP—158¥8). [ustitia alia est secundum... 
gratiam iustitiam accipit (M I, 58). 

260. (A 1517—1517>, B 158v8—158¥»). Salomon est Christus... vitam 
operantis edificant (M I, 59). 
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261. (A 1517P—151¥8, B158v>—159'4). Quatuor modis notitia dei... 
ille qui accipit (M I, 63). 

262. (A 151%%—151¥>, Br59t@—159'>). Deus hominem formans... 
nobis sentire debeamus (M I, 64). 


263. (A 151%», B 159°). Prima contemplatio est... tertia in sensu 
(M I, 65). 

264. (A 151vP—152'», B 159tP—159V). Tres sunt gradus fidei... est 
etiam de fide (M I, 66). 

265. (A 1527P—152¥8, B 159v»—1z60"4). Dilectio fratri r. h. peccator. 
Caritas numquam excidit ... tecum sit. Amen (MI, 67 = Ep. III). 


266. (A 152%4—153', B 160T@—160!»), Theophania est apparitio divina 
... et amor virtutis (M I, 83). 


267. (A 153°, Bu16orb). Propterea deus conscientias... et boni mali 
(M I, 68). 

268. (A 15378, B 160T®—160V8). De vespectu servilt. ‘““Sicut oculi servorum 
in manibus dominorum suorum.” Ubi baculus, ibi oculus . . . donec misereatur 
nostri (M II, 80). 

269. (A 153T@—153'>, B 160V8—160V»). De servitute der. “‘Fili, accedens 
ad servitutem... ad tentationem.’’ Primum hoc intendite... vincere, 
sciat declinare (M I, 69). 

270. (A 153T—154'4, B 160vP—161"). De sex ydriis. “‘Implete ydrias 
aqua.” Galilea interpretatur transmigratio... intelligentiam illuminato 
dulcescit (M I, 82). 

271. (A 1547—154'D, B 1617@—161V48). De eo quod scriptum est: “Quast 
ovtus voluptatis terra covam eo” etc. “‘Quasi ortus voluptatis... solitudo 
deserti.”’ Rex aquilonis diabolus... horrendum solitudine relinquit (M I, 70). 


272. (A 154™>—154v8, Br61v8—161). De conformitate Christi. ‘‘In- 
duimini dominum Iesum Christum,’’ formam scilicet Christi... potes, non 
equari (M I, 71). 

273. (A 154%8—154v, B 161»). “‘Speciosus forma pre filiis hominum,” 
rectitudo operis ... ut bonum remuneraretur (M II, 55). 

274. (A 154Y», B 161v»>—162'4). ‘‘Nisi ego abiero, Paraclitus non veniet.”’ 
Christus discipulis corporalem ... per intentionem effundant (M I, 102). 

275. (A 154vP—155'>, B 162'&—162v4), De cognitione veri. Desiderium 
cognoscende veritatis . . . in illo requiescat (M I, 72). 

276. (A 155T>—155¥%3, B 162v8—162V»), Cur filius patrem rogat. Filius 
patrem rogat...sentias unde queras (M I, 73). 


277. (A 155%%—156">, om. B). De oblivione preteritorum malorum et 
memoria et iva. Insipientem doctus interrogas ... donec intus extinguatur 


(M I, 74). 
278. (A 156Th—156¥P, B 162v>—163'>). Mysterium cathedre. Cathedra 
doctoris sacra scriptura est ... sunt non videntur (MI, 75). 


A: Explicit liber magistri hugonis. 
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La premiére impression qui se dégage de l’examen de ce catalogue 
est que les manuscrits d’Alcobaga et de Berlin sont deux copies d’un 
méme original. La succession des divers numéros, le contenu, les titres 
et les textes scripturaires en téte de beaucoup de piéces, tout, jusqu’aux 
fautes,?® est identique de part et d’autre. C’est plus qu’il n’en faut pour 
parler des Miscellanea d’Alcobaga et de Berlin comme d’un seul et méme 
recueil AB. I] est vrai que le manuscrit A contient douze piéces supplé- 
mentaires, notamment deux opuscules (n° 10, De quinque septenis; 
n° 102, De meditatione) et dix “‘sentences” (n°’ 10, 12, 13, 21, 25, 28, 
32, 39, 242 et 277). Mais cette divergence, purement matérielle, n’entame 
en rien leur identité fonciére. 

AB est avant tout un recueil de piéces bréves. I] ne contient en effet 
qu’une seul écrit qui mérite le nom de livre (n° 1) et quatorze qui ont 
lampleur d’un opuscule (N°8 2—4, 7, 27, 40, 99—I02, 104—107). Tout 
le reste, soit deux cent soixante-trois numéros, n’est que “‘sentences’’ 
ou pieces apparentées: extraits, lettres et sermons. 

La richesse exceptionnelle de AB invite 4 examiner de plus prés la 
composition, les particularités et la formation de ce recueil. A cet effet 
nous compléterons le catalogue précédent par un tableau des correspon- 
dances reliant AB aux six recueils de base. Seule la comparaison de tous 
les documents utiles peut apporter la lumiére. 

Le tableau comparatif est divisé en huit colonnes. Une premiére 
donne la suite des numéros de AB, en faisant précéder ceux qui sont 
propres au manuscrit d’Alcobaga de la lettre A. Les six colonnes suivantes 
indiquent la place respective occupée par les mémes piéces dans les 
catalogues des recueils Bruges Ville 153 (Br), Parts Maz. 717 (Ma), 
Metz Bibl. mun. 1230 (Me), Paris B.N. lat. 14506 (N), dans l’ Indiculum 
ou la table de matiéres Oxford Merton Coll. 49 (O) et dans le petit receuil 
Vat. Reg. lat. 167 (V). La huitiéme colonne renvoie aux éditions d’aprés 
le systéme suivie pour le catalogue descriptif. 


AB Br Ma | Me N O V Ed. 
I voy 2a mae | ioe I 36 be 176,925 
2 ay, RISE nae 9 II 42 fits 175,413 
B a ee ce ahaee IME OTE OI cys 176,9 
A4 wee rig | SAE say HIT 23% 4 175,405 
5 46 é ins see Se 555 |) AEG 


29 Tous deux p. e. donnent aux n°s 104 et 173 les mémes titres inexacts. 
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AB | Br Ma Me | N | O V Ed. 
6 sak 47 ee 6 MI 99 
7 webs 115 iA 177,289 
8—9 base ek: ae M1I159—160 
A Io to | MI 1161/2 
II Pere 206 MI 163 
AiI2 Sop 45 12 |MI195 
AGIs ad 12 MI 78 
14—18 aig M1164—168 
I9—20 II 25 ab] ... |MI169—170 
A 21 5 34 Mes 8 MI 171 
22 aoe TE! liioss M II 78 
23—24 San 48—49 or M I 97—98 
A 25 ees II 26 i) Meier 
26 Lag M1173 
Py II 28 nee. || £7 O%304 
A 28 II 29 13) WieMilenz4 
29—31 VisIs 

175ab—176 

A 32 Nae 
33 Serle enters 
34-30 M1I177—179 
37 MI 61 
38 10 es MI 76 
A 39 fess II ees I M177 
40 Wee 59 ens) 177,315 
4I TS 3a Lik2o- M II, prol. 
42—45 Tia 3 b—6 Ii2or M II 1—4 
40—47 iah2)% 7—8 lig2z0% M II 6—7 
48 TAA ade IiZost MII 8 
49 Tr" 9 Li20* MIiloa 
50—51 EZ IO—II Tr20% M II 10o—11 
52—82 2 I2—42 tieZo* M II 13—43 
83—84 Lue 43—44 ikzoe M Il 45—44 
85 2s 45 i20% M II 46 
86—87 Tee 40—47 MIN Xoy M II 48—47 
88—93 ta2e 48—53 higz ot M Il 490—54 
94—96 T12,* 54—50 Li2o0* M II 56—58 
97—98 rr2* 57—58 LikZos M II 61—62 
99 ane II 30 EOL, 
100 Uiss ia 176,183 
IOI 9 Il 31b 176,187 


39 Ni l’auteur de l’Indiculum, ni R. Baron (pour le ms. Paris Maz. 717) 
nont dépouillé le contenu du commentaire In quosdam psalmos; on indi- 
quera donc les différents chapitres de cet ouvrage par le numérocollectif 112 
(avec astérisque) pour Paris Maz. 717 et 20 (avec astérisque) pour |’ Indi- 


culum. 
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AB Br Ma Me- HEN) a0 Vv Ed. 
A 102 Sie iy) 2 Hee Jeb =. 9 176,993 
103 oeee 18 107 Jie Tes oae |} Wht: 
104 oar 23 il aire HES) eel OFOaT 
105 at 22 108 tts ie, LG 75S EO 
106 ies 68 ity ah ne Soo |) WHOLIS) 
107 be 28 114 nee Il 14 oo Hess 
108 eae 29 116 AD, Il 15 Sec. | NL IE Rest 
109 nee 69 II5 a. M1I118 
IIO—120 sats 70—80 72—82 — cee ... |MI119—129 
I2I 31 81 83 ae a. aaco, |) WEIL sexe" 
122 So 82 84 2 oa son. | AL IL sees 
123 32 83 85 Jd ? hencue woo || Ml SL are 
124 33 Ih 86 See lll afoy~ eh, | ILE CoS 
I25—I31| 34— 40 | 84—90 87—93 a5. ear ... |MI1133—139 
132 ee Tue 94 am TiZo* 586. || AIDIEE ES 
133—139| 42—48 | 9I—97 95—I100 oR afore ... |MI140—146 
I40 49 PA IOI Ree 2o pos | I skier 
I4I—1I47| 50—56 | 58—104 |I02—106/ ... Pte ... |MI147—151 
148 57 105 ay ae Fes 505 || MEAL ary 
149 58 67 118 ete BIC .-. | MI 60—62 
I50—155| 59—64 | 106—1III| ... ay, Ay, ... | MI153—158 
150 65 12 60 ‘tie Zoom seo | LIE 
157 2 G2 61 Aas 1207s | eeeea Vell os 
158—159| 22—23 | 112* 62—63 a8 Ih exes ... |M II 70—69 
I60—166 | 24—30 | 112* 64—70/1 Pals tiZor ... | MII 71—77 
167 wel wale 113 14 II 14 see || ial toke 
168—170| 66—68 Es IOQ—III | 15—17 tees ... |MI3—5 
I7I eee sas I1g 18 be suas VEAL 6 
n7Z 69 19 120 19 a0: ate Panels 
I73—175| 70—72 oeles I2I—123 | 20—22 ae ... |MI8—10 
176 pray sae 124 23 cae Fe co |] Ale Ne aca 
177—178| 73—74 | ... I25—126 | 24—25 ee, a Velr2——13 
179—181| 75—77 | ... 128—130 | 26—28 mee ... |MI14—16 
182—183| 78—79 | ... I132—133 | 29—30 ee ... |MI17—18 
184 80 12 134 eet mae See MLE S82 
185 81 weses 135 31 mnie feel Viek2o: 
186 82 ATE wae 32 Rech ccc | ON iba) 
187 83 xsi 136 33 ars rans Lee 
188 Sears fue O77, 34 vega seo || Wile 
I89g—1I190 84—85( ras 138—139 | 35—30 Bee ... |M 1 23—24 
IQI 86 ris 149 37 es Son [Mee 
192 87 30 150 Sake aeeye sci | ON AE Soke} 
I193—195 | 88—9o re I5I—153 | 38—40 ae ... |M I 26—28 
196 gI 37 154 Sac arate pe || MEE fox) 
197—198 | 92—93 ek. I55—156 | 41—42 re ... | MI 29—30 
199 94 Gs 157 | 43 were soe || 1st, lekngoyn 
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AB Br Ma Me N O Fd. 
200 95 II2* 158 arms II 20* MII 9b 
201 96 ai 159 44 et MI 31 
202 97 Tega 160 Ane iiZo* MII 59 
203 98 I61 45a M I 32 
204 99 a 162 45b O. Lottin 
205—206 | 99 b-100 ae 163—164 | 46—47 M I 33—34 
207 IOI 66 165 we. Meir? 
208—214 | 102—108!| ... 166—172 | 48—54 ee M I 35—41 
215 109 12 * 173 55 bizo* M II 60 
216—218 | 110o—112 174—176 | 56—58 M I 42—44 
219 TES ae 177 te M I 193 
220—22I | II4—I15| 32—33 | 178—179 M I 84—85 
222 I16 Gab 180 MI 194 
223 ay 34 181 MI 86 
224 118 1a 182 sche M II 81 
225 ater ae 183 59 M145 
226 119 65 184 Wa MI 116 
227—228|120—I21| ... 185—186 | 60—61 M I 46—47 
229 22 eZ 187 MII 12 
230 35 188 MI 87 
231 50 189 Ko MI 100 
232—234 oe IQO—192 | 62—64 M I 48—50 
235 44 193 ia MI 94 
236 oe 194 65 MI 51 
237 51 195 MI ror 
238 | 41 196 MI 92 
239 42 197 were R. Baron 
240 40 198 II 18 M I 106 
241 43 199 M193 
A 242 53 200 aoe M I 103 
243 39 201 en, MI or 
244 12+ 202 ae izo* M II 64 
245 as 203 66 ane MI 52 
246 a2 204 Es II 20* M II 66 
247 Li2* 205 67 M II 79 
248 206 68 M153 
249 207 69 MI 54 
250 208 seas M1195 
251 ae 209 70 M155 
252 38 210 ne MI 90 
253 211 BE M I 196 
254 212 7 MI 56 
255 dian 213 : M I 197 
256 60 214 ole Sime MI1ir 
257 Tee 215 72 iizo* M II 63 
258 216 73 M157 
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AB Br Ma Mostul-iste Dad inieaO Vv Ed. 
259 nae ae 217 | ay: aoee saa | WYLIE Gye) 
260 Be, sesh 218 74, Ae B55 || WALES, 
261—265 oth ae 219—223| 75—79| ... ... | MI 63—67 
266 Bish 31 225 oe ae Ree |) dil Whee 
207 wes Lae fs 80 seis 55 |) MILLE! 
268 gob ie eke 81 oes aoe NELICSo 
269 eet eens stone 82 ae seq. I I ILS) 
270 ae 30 one Rete IT 16 en eel 82 
271—272 te sib ats 83—84| ... ... | MI 7o—71 
273 Sexe TZ sm 85 hizo s soe. || MEIN Gs 
274 5610 52 oe are ao 506 || MEM akoy: 
275—276 Rear By oh nee 86—87| ... ... | MI 72—73 
A277 aoe aha Soe 88 sida 5 MI 74 
278 ike ore re 89 whe coq | MIE SR 


Analysons ce tableau des correspondances. Le recueil AB a incorporé 
tout le contenu du ms. Bruges 153 (Br 16—122), a l’exception des quatre 
premiéres pieces (Br 16—20), qui ne sont d’ailleurs pas des “‘sentences’”’ 
mais des opuscules. I] contient également toutes les ‘“‘sentences” du 
recueil Paris Maz. 717 (Ma 29—II1I), moins onze (Ma 54—64); toutes 
les piéces du recueil Metz 1230 (Me 1—225), hormis onze “‘sentences’’ 
(Me 127, 131, 141 — 148, 224): toutes les “‘sentences” du recueil Paris 
B.N.lat. 14506 (N 10—8g), sauf une seule (N 13), et dix des quinze ou 
seize piéces du petit recueil Vat. Reg. lat. 167. Ce n’est pas tout. L’en- 
semble des 78 chapitres In quosdam psalmos, attesté par |’ Indiculum 
(O II 20) et transmis, avec un appendice de quatre “‘sentences”’ supplé- 
mentaires (M I 79—82), par le recueil Paris Maz. 717 (Ma 112),se retrouve 
entiérement, bien qu’a l’état dépareillé, en AB; en Metz 1230 par contre 
iJ lui manque quatre extraits (M II 8, 55, 78, 80) et en Bruges 153 il reste 
trés incomplet. 

Nombre des numéros signalés, il est vrai, chevauchent les uns sur 
les autres. Il reste néanmoins que le contenu de AB coincide dans une 
trés large mesure avec celui des recueils de base. Tout compte fait, le 
recueil AB ne posséde en propre que quinze “sentences”, a savoir les 
n°s 8,9, II, 147-18, 29—3I, 34—37, correspondant aux chapitres 
159, 160, 163—168, 175—179 et 61 des Miscellanea I. 

Les concordances de AB avec les autres recueils mentionnés ne 
se limitent d’ailleurs pas au contenu: elles s’étendent également a l’ordre 
selon lequel les diverses piéces se succédent. De fait, des séries entiéres 
de AB se rencontrent selon le méme ordre dans les autres collections. 


19 Franciscan Studies 1963 
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Il existe ainsi correspondance parfaite entre AB 25—28 et Oxford II 
26—29, entre AB 110—147, 156—166 et Metz 72106, 60—71, entre 
AB 157—166 et Bruges 2I—30, Pour d’autres séries, le parallélisme est 
A peine moins frappant. En effet les séries AB 41—98 et AB 121—156 
ne différent, l’une, de la série Metz 3—58, l’autre, de la série Bruges 
31—65 que par une seule unité (AB 48 et AB 122); de méme tous les 
numéros de AB 10og—155, sauf deux (AB 124 et AB 132), se suivent 
exactement comme ceux de Paris Maz. 3—58. 

Sans étre aussi rigoureux, d’autres parallélismes n’en méritent pas 
moins d’étre relevés. Par exemple les séries AB 167—278 et AB 168—229 
ne font que reproduire, en les enrichissant, la premiére, la série Paris B.N. 
14—89, la seconde la série Bruges 66—122. C’est également le cas pour 
les séries AB 171—266 et Metz 119—225, mais ici l’enrichissement est 
plutét du cété du recueil de Metz.*# 

Sur un point, les receuils AB et Bruges 153 font bande a part. Les 
autres collections ne coiffent jamais leurs “‘sentences”’ d’un titre qui en 
résume le contenu; les recueils AB et Bruges 153 par contre mélent 
constamment les ‘“‘sentences” sans titres et les “‘sentences’’ avec titres. 
Pour celles qui leur sont communes, l’accord est presque parfait. En 
cing cas seulement (AB 180—182, 199, 220) on voit les titres offerts par 
le recueil AB faire défaut en celui de Bruges.®* En outre, les titres des 
“sentences”? communes sont toujours identiquement les mémes de part 
et d’autre. Les différences, d’ailleurs rarissimes, qu’on peut noter sont 
tellement insignifiantes qu’il faut les mettre au compte des copistes.?# 

Les parentés littéraires qui relient le recueil AB aux recueils de base, 
surtout a celui de Bruges, sont donc indéniables. On aura remarqué 
cependant qu’elles sont presque inexistantes pour les quarante premiers 
numéros. La raison de cet état de choses est simple. La formation de la 
section I—40 est trés probablement due a l’initiative du compilateur de 
tout le recueil; en tout cas, elle n’a de contrepartie dans aucune des 
collections hugoniennes connues. Rien d’étonnant dés lors que ce soit 
parmi les quarante premiéres piéces que l’on trouve les quinze ‘‘senten- 
ces’’ nouvelles signalées plus haut. 


91 Metz 127, 131, 140—-148 sont absents du recueil AB. Par contre le 
n° 186 de la série AB 171—266 n’a pas de paralléle dans celle de Metz 119-225. 

82 Ceux notamment de AB 180, 181, 182, 199 et 229, correspondant a 
BYUZES FO 70755 OA Ct L22% 

83 Au lieu de AB 202, De triplicit operatione philosophiae, Br 106 écrit: 
De duplict operatione philosophiae. — Br 114 ajoute & AB 220, De triplici 
voluntate, les mots in Christo. — Le titre exact de AB 169, De stulto et sapiente, 
est devenu en Br 67 De studio sapientie. 
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Le reste de l’ouvrage est issue de la conjonction de recueils ou parties 
de recueils préexistants. C’est clair pour la section AB 40—98, qui porte 
pour titre Excerpta de libro psalmorum. On y trouve le prologue et la 
plupart des chapitres du commentaire In quosdam psalmos, imprimé 
comme Miscellanea I1; ne manquent que les chapitres 5, 12, 55, 59, 60 
et 63—78. Contrairement au texte imprimé, le chapitre 9 n’y est repro- 
duit que jusqu’aux mots hominem recompensant et lordre des chapitres 
44—45 (AB 84 et 83) et 47—48 (AB 87 et 86) s’y trouve inverti. Or ce 
méme bloc se lit tel quel dans le recueil Metz 1230 (Me 3—58), avec 
toutefois la particularité qu’ici la série est réduite d’une unité en plus 
(MIL 3: AB. 48).*4 

La formation du groupe suivant (AB 99—1O01), lequel comprend tout 
le dialogue De sacramentis legis naturalis et scriptae et deux larges extraits 
du [et livre du traité De sacramentis, n’est pas due non plus au compilateur 
de AB: le groupe se rencontre déja dans |’ Indiculum du recueil de l’abbé 
Gilduin (O II 30—31»). 

Quant a la derniére section, comprenant les n°*’ AB 102—278, sa 
présence en deux autres collections hugoniennes, Munich, Staatsbibl., 
Cod. Fol. lat., 14166 et Lambach (Haute-Autriche), Abbaye, 140, l'une 
et autre du XIIé siécle, en garantit pleinement l’existence comme 
recueil séparé. D’aprés l’analyse qu’en a faite L. Ott,3> la premiére 
comprend d’abord 32 piéces de divers auteurs anonymes, parmi les- 
quelles figure l’opuscule De meditatione de Hugues de Saint-Victor 
(= AB 102), puis une série de “sentences,” également anonymes 
(Munich 33—199), correspondant a la série AB 103—278. La collection 
de Lambach, dont Dom J. Leclercq et Dom H.M. Rochais ont bien 
voulu me communiquer la description, se rapproche encore davantage 
de la méme section AB: en effet, aprés un choix de 34 Sermones hugonis, 
a l’authenticité trés douteuse, elle présente toutes et chacune des “‘sen- 
tences” de la collection de Munich mais introduites par l’opuscule De 
meditatione comme en AB (AB 102). La série de ‘‘sentences,’’ commune 
aux manuscrits de Munich et de Lambach, a donc le méme contenu que 
la série AB 102—278, y compris les trois numéros qui sont propres a la 
recension longue ou A.%° Elles suivent cependant un ordre légérement 
différent, par 1a qu’elles reléguent a la fin trois lettres de Hugues qui, 


34 Cf. O. Lottin, Quelques vecuetls d’écrits attribués a Hugues de Saint- 
Victor, dans Rech. Théol. anc. médiév., 25 (1958) 259---260. 

85 Cf. L. Ott, Sententiae Magistyi Hugonis Parisiensis, dans Rech. 
Théol. anc. médiév., 27 (1960) 33—40. 

36 A savoir les n°S 102, 242 et 277. 
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en AB, se trouvent a des endroits divers.37 Quel est l’ordre primitif? 
Dans |’état actuel des recherches, la question ne comporte pas de réponse. 
Mais les faits qu’on vient d’exposer impliquent que la série elle-méme est 
antérieure a la formation des recueils de Lisbonne-Berlin et de Munich- 
Lambach. 


L’enquéte qui précéde aboutit aux conclusions suivantes: 


1. Dans son ensemble, le Liber Magistr1 Hugonis est une compilation 
de recueils ou parties de recueils déja tout faits. Ce n’est cependant pas 
une compilation quelconque. Le choix qui a présidé a sa composition 
est des plus judicieux et les critéres qui ont guidé son auteur, des plus 
sévéres. Le prouve assez le fait que, sur les 278 piéces dont le Liber se 
compose, 263 se laissent retracer 4 un ou a plusieurs des recueils, purs 
de tout mélange, que nous avons appelés de base. Compte tenu de | effort 
manifeste de l’auteur pour écarter tout écrit faux ou douteux, on lui fera 
confiance pour les quinze “‘sentences’’ qui restent,3* 4 moins que des 
raisons de critique interne ne s’y opposent. Or aucune des pieces propres 
a AB n’éveille des soupcons et plusieurs sont franchement hugoniens de 
fond et de forme. A cet égard on notera surtout les nombreuses parentés 
doctrinales et littéraires qui relient la ‘‘sentence’”’ AB 8 (= Misc. 1, 159) 
De Filit Det generatione aeterna a Miscell. II, 4,°° la ‘‘sentence’”’ (= Misc. 
I, 168) De triplice acceptione naturae a De arca mystica, 5*° et la ‘“‘sentence’”’ 
AB 30 (= Misc. I, 175) Diffinitio liberi arbitrit a De sacramentis I, 5, c. 8 
et cc. 20—24.41 


2. Les douze piéces supplémentaires de la rédaction longue ou A* 
appartiennent toutes a la compilation originale. Au moins six d’entre 
elles, en effet, occupent dans le recueil de Lisbonne la place exacte ot on 
les trouve dans d’autres recueils hugoniens. Ainsi le n° 4 De quinque 
septems fait suite, en A comme en Parts Maz. 717, 4 l’opuscule De decem 


3? A savoir aux n°S 167, 265, et 277. — Une autre différence, qui oppose 
les collections de Lambach et de Munich non seulement 4 AB mais encore 
entre elles, concerne l’emploi des titres en téte des ‘‘sentences’’: celle de 
Munich en est complétement dépourvue, celle de Lambach en donne a toutes 
et chacune des sentences, AB en a souvent mais pas toujours. En cas de 
rencontre, les titres de Munich sont presque toujours différents de ceux de 
AB Cie. Ott, art. cit., p. 38: 

38 Voir ci-dessus, p. 289. Ce sont les numéros AB 8, 9, 11, 14—18, 29—31, 

39 Comparez M I, 159 (PL 177, 558 A) et M II, 4 (ib. 590 B). 

40 Comparez M I, 168 (PL177, 561 AB) et De arca myst., 5 (PL176, 689 AB). 

41 Comparez M I, 175 b (PL 177, 574 AB) et De sacram., I, 8, c. 5 (PL 
176, 250 C) et cc. 20—24 (ib. 255—257). 

42 Ce sont, on se le rappelle (voir ci-dessus, p. 285) les n°8 4,10, 12, 13, 21, 
AS) CRE}, GA BX) WO, PRA EAE VIG 7 fe 
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praeceptis.* Les n° 25 et 28 sont séparés, en A comme dans |’ Indiculum, 
par l’opuscule De tribus naturis ignis et l’extrait De potestate remittendi 
peccata.™ Le n° 102 De meditatione est suivi, en A comme en Paris Maz. 
717, par l’opuscule Spiritalis diiudicat omnia.*® Le n° 242 Spiritus Domini 
replevit, s'insére, en A comme en Metz 1230, 4 la quatriéme place dans 
une série identique de vingt-sept “‘sentences’”’ (AB 239—265 = Me 
197—223).4° Enfin le n° 277 Insipientem doctus interrogas fait partie, en 
A comme en Paris B.N. 14506, d’un groupe de quatre piéces qui se 
succédent selon le méme ordre (AB 275—278 = N 86—8o).!? 

Vu ces coincidences, il est absolument improbable que les douze 
unités propres a A soient le fait d’un copiste désireux de compléter la 
compilation originale. Pareille supposition impliquerait en effet, que, 
pour insérer les piéces aux endroits précis ot elles se trouvent de fait, 
le copiste en question etit consulté préalablement plusieurs recueils 
d’écrits hugoniens. Leur présence dans le manuscrit de Lisbonne s’expli- 
que donc uniquement par le fait qu’elles se trouvaient déja dans l’original. 
Il en résulte que la rédaction de Munich ou B constitue une copie légére- 
ment abrégée du recueil primitif, représenté par A. 


3. L’apport de quinze nouvelles piéces au corpus des “‘sentences” 
authentiques réduit le nombre des titres propres au [et livre des Miscel- 
lanea, imprimé en Migne, aux seuls numéros 180, 181, 182 et 199. Dés 
lors la question se pose: Ces quatre piéces propres aux Miscellanea I 
sont-elles réellement sorties de la plume de Hugues de Saint -Victor ? 

La premiére: De triplict compassione, sans aucun doute; étant toute- 
fois un simple extrait de l’opuscule De quatuor voluntatibus in Christo,*® 
elle n’a pas le droit de prendre place parmi les “‘sentences’’ proprement 
dites. Les deux suivantes ne sont pas non plus des “‘sentences,’’ mais des 
extraits de commentaires sur le Livre des Juges;*® or la tradition litté- 


43 I] s’agit des numéros Ma 113 et 114. Cf. R. Baron. Etude sur lV’authen- 
cité de l’ wuvre de Hugues de Saint-Victor, dans Scriptorium, 10 (1956) 189. 

44 Les numéros en question sont O II 26—29. Cf. J. de Ghellinck, La 
table des matiérves, etc., dans Eech. Science velig., 1 (1910) 280. 

45 Voir les numéros Ma 17—18 chez I. Baron, art. cit., p. 184. 

46 Cf. O. Lottin, Quelques vecuetls d’écrits etc., dans Rech. Théol. anc. 
médiév., 25 (1958) 202—263. 

47 Cf. R. Baron, art. cit., p. 195. 

48 Le Misc. I 180 (PL 177, 577579), De triplici compassione, ne fait 
que reprendre le texte de l’opuscule De quatuor voluntatibus in Christo, 
a partir des mots Triplex enim compassionis modus jusqu’a la fin (PL 176, 
844 A—846). Cf. L. Ott, Untersuchungen zur theologischen Brieflitervatur der 
Friihscholastik (Beitrage zur Geschichte der Philcsophie und Theologie des 
Mittelalters, 34), Munster-en-Westph. 1937, p. 390. 

49 Le Misc. I, 180 (PL 177, 579—-580) commente Jud. 7, 6, mais renvoie 
a Iud. 7,5 par les mots: ut supra dictum est, ‘‘sicut canes.” Le Misc. I 182 
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raire n’assigne 4 Hugues de Saint-Victor d’autre commentaire de ce 
livre que les Notulae in librum Iudicum, ouvrage bien connu mais ou 
les deux extraits sont introuvables.°° Quant a la derniére piéce, le 
Miscellaneum n° 199,°1 c’est une exhortation adressée a des moines, 
laquelle, de ce chef déja, reste complétement isolée dans l’ceuvre de 
Hugues; son authenticité est d’autant plus douteuse que le style dans 
lequel elle est rédigée ne rappelle en rien celui du grand Victorin.*? Les 
Miscellanea I, 181, 182 et 199 ont donc toutes chances d’étre des faux. 


a 


Afin de faciliter les recherches, il nous parait opportun de dresser, 
a l’exemple de Dom Lottin,®? le tableau alphabétique des incipit de 
toutes les ‘“‘sentences’’®4 attribuées 4 Hugues de Saint-Victor, tant par les 
Miscellanea (M) I (n°8 1—200) et II (n°’ 79—82) de Migne que par 
VIndiculum d’ Oxford Merton Coll. 49 (O) et les recueils Lisbonne 243 — 
Berlin 744 (AB), Paris Maz. 717 (Ma), Metz 1230 (Me), Paris B.N. 
14506 (N), Vat. Reg. 167 (V_). Les “‘sentences’”’ données par Migne mais 
absentes des manuscrits sont désignées par le mot Vacat,; celles au 
contraire qui figurent dans les collections mais pas en Migne sont 
précédées d’un astérisque. 


Ad mensam magnam MW I 108 Caritas numquam excidit M I 67 
Ma 57 AB 265, Me 223, N 79 
Alii sunt laborantes M I 148 Caro iumentum est M I 45 
AB 142, Br 51, Ma 99, Me 103 AB 225, Me 183, N 59 
Alii sunt stantes M I 194 Cathedra doctoris sacra M I 75 
AB 222, Br 116, Me 180 AB 278, N 89 
Altera die protulit M I 187 Christus prius ovis M I ror 
Me 144 AB 237, Ma 51, Me 195 
Atrium est cor M I 152 Cognitio vel scientia M I 123 
AB 148, Br 57, Ma 105, Me 117 AB 114, Ma 74, Me 76 
Concupiscentia mundi duas M I 124 
Beati qui esuriunt M I 33 AB 115, Ma 75, Me 77 
AB 205, Br 99b, Me 163, N 46 Considerate fratres M I 49 
Bona Dei lumina AB 233, Me 191, N 63 


Voiy Dona dei... 


(Ib. 580) commente Jud. 8, 28, mais commence par les mots de transition: 
Non praetermitienda videtur quaestio... 

50 PL 175, 87—06. 51 PL 177, 587—588. 

52 Huit phrases successives commencent, chacune, par les mots Gloriatio 
monacht (PL 177, 587 D). 

53 Cf. O. Lottin, art. cit., p. 281 —284. 

_ °4Le terme ne s’applique guére aux ouvrages d’une certaine ampleur 

ni aux chapitres des Notulae in quosdam psalmos (chap. 1—78 de PL 177, 
589— 632); ces écrits ne sont donc pas pris en considération. 
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Contemplantis anima M1174 
Al23, OM 200 ans 
Cor olla est M I 196 
AB 253, Me 211 
Cum esset Iesus annorum MW I 81 
AB 108, Ma29, Me116, OI1 15 
Cum fortis armatus 
Voiy Atrium est cor 


Date nobis de oleo 
Voir Habet oleum deus 
De cibo Emmanuelis M I 2 
Br to, OI19 
De montibus surgunt M I 136 
AB 128, Br 37, Ma 87, Me 90 
Dei sapientia per quam M I 85 
AB 221, Br 115, Ma 33, Me 179 
Demonstrare volens M I 17 
AB 182, Br 78, Me 132, N 29 
Desiderium cognoscende M I 72 
AB 275, N 86 
Deus hominem formans M I 64 
AB 262, Me 220, N 76 
Deus homo factus M I 87 
AB 230, Ma 35, Me 188 
Deus noster et cibus M I 143 
AB 136, Br 45, Ma 94, Me 97 
Dicitur de cerva M 1 177 
AB 34 
Dimitte nobis debita M I 170 
walley aXe), (O) IML PE% Jo) 
Dispositio divine in M I 146 
AB 139, Br 48, Ma 97, Me too 
Divine nature M I 145 
AB 138, Br 47, Ma 96, Me 99 
Dominus dixit in M I 89 
AB 196, Br 91, Ma 37, Me 154 
Dominus iesus christus M I 34 
AB 206, Bry 100, Me 164, N 47 
Dominus iudicabjt fines 
Voiy: Non est in iudicio 
Dominus iudicium suum 
Voir: Non est in iudicio 
Dona dei lumina M I 25=191 
AB tot, Br 86, Me 149, N 37 
Due sunt civitates M I 48 
AN 232, Me 190, N 62 
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Due sunt vie M I 56 
AB 254, Me 212, N 71 

Duo denarii qui 
Voir: Altera die protulit 

Duo homines veteres M I 94 
AB 235, Ma 44, Me 193 

Duo sensus in homine M I 24 
AB 190, Br 85, Me 139, N 36 

Duo sunt conscientia M I 93 
AB 241, Ma 43, Me 199 

Duo sunt genera elationis M I 127 
AB 118, Ma 78, Me 80 

Duo sunt genera humilitatis M I 128 
AB 119, Ma 79, Me 81 

Duo sunt in anima M I 167 
AB17 

Duo sunt vita M I 47 
AB 228, Br 121, Me 186, N 61 

Duobus modis caritas M I 156 
AB 153, Br 62, Ma 109 

Duobus modis deus M I 163 
ABs 

Duobus modis diabolus M I 172 
Al Gag OPM GAG, WE Tee 

Duplex est sensus anime M I 162 
A tob, Viob 

Duplex est vita anime M I 92 
AB 238, Ma 41, Me 196 


Ego rogabo patrem 
Voir: Filius patrem rogat 
Egredimini filie Sion M I 117 
AB 207, Br toi, Ma 66, Me 165 
Elementum est prima M I 9 
FAIS NGL, dere fit, IVI SPAR, IN| hs 
Elias Iesabel fugiens M I 109 
Ma 58 
Est in sapientia M I 43 
Bes PGE, Javp anit, WAKO ay, INE GYa, 
Est quidem amor M [I 141 
AB 134, Br 43, Ma 92, Me 96 
Est quies quieta M I 115 
Ma 64 
Et factus est numerus M I 181 
Vacat 
Ex duabus substantiis M I 122 
AB 113, Ma 73, Me 75 
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Ex magna fratres M I 113 

Ma 62 
Exi de terra tua M I gt 

AB 243, Ma 39, Me 201, O II 17 
Exivi a patre M I 190 

Me 148 


Fabula dicit omnes M I 3 
AB 168, Br 66, Me tog, N 15 
Favus distillans labia M I 116 
AB 226, Br 119, Ma 65, Me 184 
Ferculum fecit sibi M I 61 
AB 37 
Ferculum salomonis cor M I 60=62 
AB 149, Br 58, Ma 67, Me 118 
Fervor caritatis tue M I 200 
Me7 
Festum est gaudium M [ 112 
Ma 61 
Fili accedens ad servitutem M I 69 
AB 269, N 82 
Filius patrem rogat M I 73 
AB 276, N 87 
Fratres debitores sumus M J 119 
AB 105, Ma 70, Me 72 
Fratres finis legis M I 114 
Ma 63 
Fuit homo missus M I 110 
Ma 59 


Habet oleum deus M I 51 
AB 236, Me 194, N 65 
Hoc est unum M I 137 
AB 129, Br 38, Ma 88, Me 91 
Hoc interest inter MI 57 
AB 258, Me 216, N 73 
Hominum cum vitiis 
Vow: Alii sunt stantes 
Homo in miseria M I 121 
AB 112, Ma 72, Me 74 
Homo nudus nascitur M I 189 
Me 147 
Homo peccando fecit M15 
AB 170, Br 608, Me 111, N 17 
Homo primum per M [I 140 
AB 133, Br 42, Ma 91, Me 95 


Ibimus itinere trium M I 142 
AB 135, Br 44, Ma 93, Me 07 
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Tesus in via ambulantibus M I roo 
AB 231, Ma 50, Me 189 
*Ignis in fomite 
Me 224 
Implete ydrias aqua M I 82 
AB 270, Ma 30, O II 16 
In babilone non requirit M I 29 
AB 197, Br 92, Me 155, N 41 
In Christo carnis M I 84 
AB 220, By 114, Ma 32, Me 178 
In duobus servitur M I 108 
Ma 56 
In exitu Israel 
Voir: Tria sunt loca 
In hoc mundo M II 81 
AB 224, Br 118, Ma 112, Me 182 
In originali peccato M I 11 
A B70 Vie 24NE23 
In paenitentia tria 
Voiy: Tria sunt in paenitentia 
*In pater corroboramur 
AB 199, Br 94, Me 157, N 43 
*In peccato duo 
AB 239, Ma 42, Me 197 
In refectione duo M I 161 
AntoOia) Ve1o.3) 
*In sacramento corporis 
ws 
In vocibus duo sunt M I 23 
AB 189, Br 84, Me 138, N 35 
Indica mihi quem M I 131 
AB 122, Ma 82, Me 84 
Induimini dominum iesum M I 71 
AB 272, N 84 
Insipientem doctus M I 74 
A277, NESS aves 
Ioanni quondam hispalensi M I 80 
AB 167, Me 113, N 14, O II 44 
lustitia alia est M 1 58 
AB 259, Me 217 


Labore fatigati onere M I 132 
AB 123, Br 32, Ma 83, Me 85 

Liberum arbitrium est M I 175 b 
AB 30 

Logicalis (localis) dicit 
Voir: Vocalis dicit 
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Lucerna lumen in testa M II 79 
AB 247, Ma 112, Me 205, N 67 


*Maria porta Christus 
AB 140, Br 49, Ma 21, Me 101 
Medici qui morbos M I 178 
AB 35 
Melior est iniquitas M I 158 
AB 155, Br 64, Ma 111 
Mens pia iugi M I 120 
AB 111, Ma 71, Me 73 
Mihi autem absit M I 50 
AB 234, Br 109, Me 192, N 64 
*Minor est labor concupiscentia 
AB 33, V (en note) 


Naturalis operatio philosophie M I 39 
AB 212, Br i106, Me 170, N 52 
*Necessitas mater est artium 
AB 204, By 99a, Me 162, N 45b 
Nemo potest elusdem M I 176 
ALE 37 
Nisi ego abiero M I 102 
AB 274, Ma 52 
Non praetermittenda M I 182 
Vacat 
Non est in iudicio M II 82 
AB 184, Br 80, Ma 112, Me 134 
Non prudentium diligentia M I 183 
Me 131 
Non transmutatur quod WM I 30 
AB 198, Br 83, Me 156, N 42 
Nondum erant abyssi M I 26=192 
AB 193, Br 88, Me 151, N 38 


O beata anima M I 138 
AB 130, Br 39, Ma 89, Me 92 
Omne vitium ex natura M I 54 
AB 249, Me 207, N 69 
Omnis rei exemplum M I 134 
AB 126, Br 35, Ma 85, Me 88 
\ 


Pater non iudicat M I 169 
AB tg, OII 25a 

Per caritatem spiritus M I 165 
AB 15 

Per quem mihi mundus M I 166 
AB 16 
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Pilatus interrogavit iesum M I 126 
AB 117, Ma 77, Me 79 
Popule meus memento M I 99 
AB 6, Ma 47, V 7 (fin) 
Preterita presentia et futura M I 32 
AB 203, Br 98, Me 161, N 45a 
Prima contemplatio est M I 65 
AB 263, Me 221, N77 
Primum ad contemptum M I 199 
Vacat 
Primum divisit iniquitas M I 38 
AB 211, Br 105, Me 169, N 51 
Primus exitus sapientis 
Voiy: Exivi a patre 
Primus fructus ieiunii M I 150a 
AB 144, Br 53, Ma toi, Me to5a 
Primus fructus laboris M I 150b 
AB 145, Br 54, Ma 102, Me 105b 
Primus fructus lectionis M I 149 
AB 143, Br 52, Ma too, Me 104 
Primus fructus orationis M I 150c 
AB 146, Br 55, Ma 103, Me 105 c¢ 
Primus gradus abstinentie M I 125 
AB 116, Ma 76, Me 78 
Priusquam ea que M I 18 
AB 183, By 79, Me 133, N 30 
Prohibet Ioseph fratribus M I 42 
AB 216, By 110, Me 174, N 56 
Propterea deus conscientias M I 68 
AB 267, N 80 


Quadruplex est recordatio 

Voiy: Quatuor modis fit... 
Qualis terra tales sunt M I 31 

AB 201, Br 96, Me 1590, N 44 
Quamdiu homo intus M I 13 

AB i178, Br 7A, Me 1260, IN 25 

Quando pater coeternum M I 159 

AB 8 
Quanta est dignitas M I 35 

AB 208, Br 102, Me 166, N 48 
Quare fratres scriptura 

Voir: Qui habitatis terram 
Quare inquis damnantur M I 151 

AB 147, Br 56, Ma 104, Me 106 
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